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Preface: Answering Our Critics

B

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
“God,” 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
“someday” 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 “Reply to all” 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, “Unsubscribe!” but I
digress. I’ll spare you the details of that group
discussion, at least for now, since I delve into those This is the article that led to our decision to compose this study.
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,
“Unsubscribe!” 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 “God” can be traced to the name that Leah gave to
Zilpah’s son in Genesis 30:11. Some of these proponents have gone so far as to write that Leah
prophetically uttered this name when Jacob’s 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
Jacob’s seventh son. Let’s take a look at Genesis 30:11:
11

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

1

“Gad” in Hebrew is pronounced the same as “God,” as we will demonstrate later.
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Notice the King James Version’s translation “A troop cometh.” 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 גדבּ,
pronounced ba gawd (word #1409 in Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance), is more correctly rendered
“With fortune” in English:

Other Bible translators agree that the more accurate translation of ba gawd is “With fortune.” 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 Society’s Tanakh – The
Holy Scriptures' translation of ba gawd is “What luck!” They offer the following explanatory footnote:
Kethib3 begad; the qere reads ba gad “luck has come”; connected with
“Gad.”4
c

The translators of the Tanakh – The Holy Scriptures understood the connection between “Gad” and
“luck.” 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 “highly suspect” 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 “Fortune” does not actually identify anyone’s name.
I should also mention that I would normally expect these same scholars who associate “God” with
fortune to be motivated to defend the name Gad. Given that the proper transliteration of the Hebrew  גָדis
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 “God” is the same as the English “God.”
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  גָדis 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 “Kethib and the Qere.” 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 “to be read,” while the pre-Masoretic consonantal spelling
is known as the Kethib and means “what is written.” A classic example of these devices is the Tetragrammaton ()יהוה, which
traditional Judaism teaches is “too sacred to pronounce.” 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 תנ״ך: 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 “reptile.”
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
“green snake deity.” Since the Gaelic word for “green” is glas, it shouldn’t take a whole lot of deductive
reasoning to determine the translation of Gad. Hint: It’s not “deity.”
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 couldn’t prove “beyond a shadow of doubt” that the
English word “God” 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 “prove all things.” It wasn’t 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 I’ve 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 don’t mean to spoil the ending for those who want to read the “full scoop,”
but I believe you can read the argument that seals our case by skipping ahead to our chapter titled “If You
Won’t Believe Us, Would You At Least Believe 3rd Century BCE Hebrew Scholars?” If those ancient
scholars regarded “demon” as the best translation of the Hebrew גַּד, would you regard them as deceived
and ignorant? If they portrayed Leah as deliberately naming Zilpah’s son after an idol of fortune, would
you regard them as heavily biased in their understanding of Leah’s motives? Regardless of how our
critics choose to defend the honor of referring to Yahweh as “our God,” 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 3rd
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 – this time on an internet forum discussion
board – 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 “Dauid ben Yacov.” Dauid supports referring to Yahweh as “our God,” 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 Dauid’s 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 Dauid’s
summary, that he is heavily biased. He had already been presented with the understanding offered by the
world’s leading scholars who agree that, indeed, Leah’s motive for naming Zilpah’s 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 “Dauid ben Yacov” on 01-11-2008 at 12:33 PM in the forum discussion thread titled
“Pagan Days, Pagan Words....... So what's right and what's not?” This forum is located at www.eliyah.com.
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could only muster an impetuous, “No matter how hard people try, they cannot connect Leah to idol
worship.” Since even Scripture presents Leah as having been raised in a household headed by an idol
worshipper, it became clear that this man’s bias is simply too strong to accept truth, even from Yahweh’s
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 Dauid’s 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 “unreasonable” response I offered, concluding that I was
simply too biased to accept sound reasoning. That’s 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 “If You Won’t Believe Us, Would You
At Least Believe 3rd Century BCE Hebrew Scholars?” 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 “credibility,” we
believe we can honestly claim that we have researched this topic thoroughly enough to have proven our
original point – that we do not honor Yahweh by referring to Him as “our God.” This was the original
title for our study6, 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 “God” (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.
Let’s face it – some folks would have no problem with referring to the Almighty as “Satan” if all their
neighbors did it. Of course, this seems very extreme, yet we’ve already tangled with individuals who
admit that they would embrace referring to Yahweh as their “Zeus” if the majority of our society
understood the term as being a generic reference to deity – regardless of where the name Zeus originated.
If you’re 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 – if you are determined to break away from “user-defined” terms of worship
and settle for nothing less than the “Yahweh-defined” 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 Yahweh’s 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 “Do We Honor Yahweh by Referring to Him as ‘Our God’?”
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By Larry and June Acheson

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

I

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 it’s 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 won’t 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 “one of the greatest deceptions of all time,” right? In this entertainment-driven world we live in, it
seems that if we’re going to get anyone’s 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 70’s
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 world’s 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 wasn’t 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 “the
big one” 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 ship’s captain disregarded repeated warnings of icebergs looming along the
ship’s 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 Titanic’s 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: “The criticism has been made that gross carelessness was displayed, in driving the steamship at such a
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cautious about scoffing at these “bad news” prognosticators. That’s why I didn’t scoff when the “Y2K”
prognosticators were telling us about all the horrible disasters that they deemed were certain to take place
at midnight on January 1, 2000. That’s right, we stored as much food, water and gasoline as we could
afford to hoard, and we still think it’s 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 I’m asking you to envision the plot from any of these
thriller movies, it’s 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 Father’s name,
combined with the masking of an idol’s name. This idol’s name, unbeknownst to the majority of this
world’s 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 shouldn’t 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 doesn’t care one way or the other, I don’t 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. I’m 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, “No way!” Some professing
believers have thus dismissed our study without proceeding to prove our case one way or the other.8 If
you’re 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 you’re 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
“The Truth Regarding Yahweh’s Inspired Titles,” in which the authors presented their case for God being
a “perfectly acceptable” 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.” Dr. Dodge’s
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 “prove all things.”
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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 Jacob’s 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
Leah’s decision to name Jacob’s 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 don’t 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 “missing some marbles,” we need
you to show us our errors. On the other hand, if, upon checking out our findings, you realize that we
aren’t 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 you’ve made it this far, let’s get started where the original study begins:
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Part I. Does the “Paganizing” of Yahweh’s Titles Give Us a License To
Appropriate Already-Corrupt Titles to Him?

1. The Masking of Yahweh’s Name and the
Masking of the Name “God”
une and I call on the name ( יהוהYHWH), 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 “Sticks and Stones May Break My Bones, But Names Will Never Hurt
Me: A Look at the Name We Call Our Heavenly Father.”9 In fact, June and I regard this present study
as a continuation, or “Part 2,” of our “Sticks and Stones” 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 –
the name by which the early believers knew Him, we strongly urge you to read our “Sticks and Stones”
study before tackling this one.

J

If you should happen to be among those who call on the name Yahweh,10 and if you’re 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, “Prove all things; hold fast
that which is good.”
Those of you who share our view regarding our Heavenly Father’s 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 “God” is not the Creator’s 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 “God”
where our Creator’s 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 Creator’s name is “God,” and recognizing
that this isn’t really His name was not an easy hurdle to overcome. In fact, several years ago, I conducted
9

Our study “Sticks and Stones” 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
()יהוה. Some of the more common ones we’ve seen are Yahvah, Yahveh, Yahuah, Yahwah, Yahueh and Yehowah. We aren’t
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.
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a poll in the office where I worked and discovered that nearly everyone there believed the Creator’s name
is “God.” Of the ten people surveyed, only one person offered a different name for the Creator, listing it
as “Jesus.” Thus, the fact that I was wrongly taught our Creator’s name as being “God” is not a singular,
isolated incident. It is widespread.
Once June and I learned that His name is not and never was “God,” other truths began to surface. We
learned the truth regarding a Canaanite deity of fortune whose name is pronounced “God,”11 and of how
this idol is mentioned in the Hebrew text of Scripture ()גַד, although translators cleverly conceal its name.
Isn’t 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 “forsake Yahweh”
(Isaiah 65:11)? Let’s take a quick look at the King James Version’s 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 “cover up” is our Creator’s name,
but the second one is also significant because it’s the name of a false idol whose name is commonly
taught as being the actual Creator’s name. Shown below is a corrected translation of the King James
Version:
11¶ But ye are they that forsake Yahweh ()יהוה, that forget my holy
mountain, that prepare a table for God ( )גַדand that furnish the drink offering
unto Meni ()מְ נִי.

We’ll 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 Creator’s true name, but they also hid the name of a false idol
whose name (גַד, pronounced God) is commonly presented as being the Creator’s name. In fact, in
today’s most common English translators of the Bible, we can see that translators effectively present the
name of the Canaanite deity of fortune (God) as Yahweh’s title, apparently to justify reintroducing it as a
“proper translation” of the Hebrew title “Elohim.” 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 Yahweh’s name.
Translators had to hide Yahweh’s name, then present the name “God” 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 “title”?

Many people, ourselves included, have been more inclined to refer to the deity of Isaiah 65:11 (Gad, Hebrew גַּד,
pronounced gawd) as being a Babylonian deity. Indeed, this is how it is presented in Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the
Bible, where the Hebrew word  גַּדappears as word #1408 in the Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary. Other reputable sources,
however, such as The New Unger’s 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 Scribner’s Sons, New York, 1899, article
“Gad,” p. 76, offers the following evidence that God was originally the name of a Canaanite idol: “As 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....”
Regardless of this idol’s origin, according to Isaiah 65, it was definitely worshipped by backslidden Israelites.
11
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Some of you reading this may be confused by the above comments, finding it difficult to believe that
the Creator’s 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 “take His name in vain.” 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, “the LORD” (a title) replaces the Creator’s name (Yahweh), while “God” (an
idol’s 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-English12:
This is the Creator’s title in Hebrew, more correctly transliterated as
Aleik, but rendered “God” in most Bibles (including the one
depicted here). As we will see in this study, there is a Hebrew word
that is actually pronounced “God” ()גד, 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?

This is the Creator’s name
in Hebrew, more correctly
transliterated as Yahweh,
but rendered “the LORD”
(a title) in most Bibles.

Yahweh is not the author of confusion (I Corinthians 14:33), but what translators have done to His
name is enough to make most peoples’ heads spin! Think about it! They removed the transliteration of
the name ( יהוהYahweh), replaced it with a title (the LORD), then inserted the transliterated name of a
false idol (גַד, which is transliterated “God”) as a title for Yahweh. It was easy to slip that name past most
believers because they commonly regard that idol’s name-converted-to-title as actually being the
Creator’s 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 “God” is the Creator’s 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!
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that: a title; but they haven’t caught on to the fact that the word the translators inserted as a title is
actually a name – 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 “the LORD God” in their Bibles, perceive
“the LORD” as being simply a title, not recognizing it as being a substitution of our Creator’s name, and
the word “God” to them represents His name, even though “God” is rendered as a translation of the
Hebrew title “Elohim.” To make their cover-up complete, the translators removed all evidence of there
ever having been a heathen idol named “God,” translating this name into the generic, irrelevant word
“troop.” The result: Millions of people today sincerely, yet wrongly, believe our Creator’s name is
“God.” Confusion abounds!
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2. The Separation Created by Rejecting the Name “God”:
Deliberate Separation or a Quest for Truth?
aving been raised in a household wherein our Creator’s name was taught as being “God,”
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, “If
you want to speak Hebrew, then call Him Yahweh! I speak English, so I call Him God!” We later tried
without success to actually prove to ourselves that “God” 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 Hussein—each 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 יהוה
should be transliterated Yahweh as well.

H

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 “different” 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?
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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 “God” 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 “God” is an acceptable title for Yahweh emerged in the
late 1990’s. Maybe it was sooner, but June and I didn't notice this trend until the late '90’s. 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
Creator’s name is Yahweh instead of God, but they nevertheless maintain that “God” 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 “separate” one becomes upon rejecting the name God. As one individual
wrote,

T

I still say the whole [Yahwist] movement is far too hung up on this topic
[rejecting ‘God’ 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 man’s desire to bring people to the saving knowledge of our Heavenly
Father and His Son. Certainly we do not support promoting any teachings that “run off otherwise sincere
and seeking individuals” — 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 “The Truth Regarding
Inspired Titles,” 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 “cost” 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 “RE: Is Yahweh Your ‘God’? Final Installment”). Dauid’s
opus was composed as a rebuttal to the critique that June and I presented to the article “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles.”
Dauid ben Yacov is how this gentleman identified himself while contributing postings to an internet forum board, and we will –
here and throughout this study – respect his desire to keep his true identity private.
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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 “erroneous linguistic principles,” e.g., the
Sacred Name Movement’s rejection of the terms God and lord, for the various assemblies not meeting
their quota of members and/or converts. Elsewhere they inform us, “We ought to be willing to admit that
the Hebrew titles elohim and adonay can be translated into English as god and lord.”15 They go on to
write, “Therefore, if we truly wish to be honest with the facts, admitting that god and lord are perfectly
acceptable English translations is a linguistic necessity.”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 authors’ claims that rejecting God as a “perfectly
acceptable” 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 one’s
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. Koniuchowsky’s Foreword was authored in January 2001. At that
same time, our original study on this topic, in two parts, was published in the
Jan – Feb issue of Frank Brown’s 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 “inspired title.” By March 2001, however, he produced Front cover of Elders George
the following retraction:
and Soto’s 2001 revised study.
If Messianic Israel is another denomination in Judaism or Christianity, then by
all means let’s go ahead and be like all the nations and call Elohim God in
14

From the article “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” 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.
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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 Koniuchowsky’s 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 “non-sacred name believers.” 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 “God,” 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 Koniuchowsky’s 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 “God,” our primary desire must be to learn and practice truth,
regardless of the impact it may have on our assembly’s growth and development.
In this study, we will demonstrate that if we truly wish to be honest with the facts, God is not a
“perfectly acceptable English translation” 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 “fragmentation” 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 “NO GOD FOR ISRAELITES!” 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 Yahweh’s name. Out of protest for what they did, June and I
personally avoid applying this title to our Heavenly Father.
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A

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 ( ַַגדpronounced “Gawd”) in
that verse as “that troop.”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 “that troop,” thinking, “Okay, this is another verse that doesn’t really make a
whole lot of sense, but I’m sure it’s nothing critical, so I’ll just keep reading.” Once we dig a little deeper
and learn that the words “that troop” are used to cover up the name of an idol – an idol for whom ancient
worshippers would literally “prepare a table,” the true intent of the Author is clarified and revealed.
The translators of other versions at least recognize “God” as the name of the deity of fortune. In their
translations, they simply render the Hebrew word  גַדas “Fortune,” 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 גַד
(pronounced “Gawd”) 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
( ַּלגַּדcircled). The prefix of this word ( )לmeans “for.” The Hebrew word to which  לis prefixed is the word גַּד, which is actually a name …
the name of an idol … pronounced Gawd. If we can believe the words of verse 12, those who worship this idol will be “numbered to the
sword” and they shall “bow down to the slaughter.”

20

Most Bible dictionaries and commentaries provide corroborating agreement that the name “God” (usually spelled out as Gad
in English, but pronounced “Gawd” in Hebrew) was in the original Hebrew text of Isaiah 65:11. For example, note the
following from The New Unger’s Bible Dictionary, by Merrill F. Unger, 1988, Moody Press, Chicago, IL, p. 488: “Gad. A
Canaanite deity rendered ‘Fortune’ (Isa. 65:11, see marg.); the god of good fortune, supposed to be the glorified planet Jupiter.
This star is called by the Arabs ‘the greater luck’ as the star of good fortune.”
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 גַד. Instead, he translates it as “Fortune.”
Although this is obviously a better rendering than the King James Version’s “that troop,” 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 ()יהוה, that forget my holy
mountain, that prepare a table for God ()גַד, and that furnish the drink offering
unto Meni ()מְ נִי.

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 “that troop” 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, “In the authorised version Gad [pronounced gawd] is rendered ‘that troop,’ and Meni, ‘that
number;’ but the most learned admit that this is incorrect, and that the words are proper names.”22 G.W.
Grogan, in his commentary on Isaiah 65:11, forthrightly addresses the fact that the deity named Gad is
“concealed” 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 “God” is indeed the name of a deity worshipped by those who “forsake
Yahweh,” we are poised to ask the question, “Is it proper to refer to our Creator with a title (such as
“God”) that matches the pronunciation of the name originally ascribed to a heathen deity?” Does this
honor Him? How does referring to Yahweh with a title that matches the name originally attributed to a
heathen deity honor Him?

22

From The Two Babylons by Alexander Hislop, Loizeaux Brothers, New York, 1953 (first edition published in 1916), p. 94.
Cf., The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, Vol. 6, “Isaiah,” by G. W. Grogan, ZondervanPublishingHouse, Grand Rapids, MI,
1986, p. 353. Grogan writes, “‘Fortune’ and ‘Destiny’ translate ( ַּהגַּדhaggad) and ( ַּה ְמנִיhamnî), which, as Whybray says
(Isaiah 40-66, in loc.), conceal the names of the Syrian god Gad, personifying good luck, and Meni, ‘a god of fate, possibly
identical (though masculine) with the Arabian goddess Manât,’ mentioned in the Qu’ran.”
23
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5. Did Yahweh Refer to Himself as a “Baal”?
ome folks, who are of the persuasion that “God” 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 “God,” 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:

S

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 “in earlier
times.” 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 “Canaanite local gods”: 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, “proves” that it is
also acceptable and even honorable to refer to Yahweh as our “God.” 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 “husband” is actually a form of the word “baal.” 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.
“Bealiah” is a Hebrew word meaning “Yahweh is my Baal.”
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 “God,” even if God was the name of a heathen deity, for Yahweh referred to Himself as a

24

From All the Divine Names and Titles in the Bible by Herbert Lockyer, D.D., Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids,
MI, 1975, p. 15.
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“Baal,” even though there was a heathen deity named “Baal.” 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. It’s His title, not Baal’s! Can the same be
said for God?
Some may claim that the worship of the heathen idol named Baal pre-dates this word’s 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 “our God,” 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 “husband” or “master,”
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 “husband.” This is
the account of Abraham’s 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.  ָָבעַּל, baal].25

As this verse demonstrates, the earliest usage of the Hebrew word baal reveals that it simply means
“husband” or “master.” 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 “husband” or “master,” 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 Creator’s name is too holy to pronounce. As worship became more and more
25

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 “husband” in their translations of this
particular verse.
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corrupt, it is quite likely that unregenerate men eventually lost Yahweh’s 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 wouldn’t 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, “Elohim 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.”26 In addition, The New Unger’s Bible Dictionary provides the following information: “Baal was
the son of El, the father of the gods and the head of the Canaanite pantheon, according to the tablets from
Ugarit.”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 “father of the gods.”
It is worth noting that although The New Unger’s Bible Dictionary identifies El as “the father of the gods
and the head of the Canaanite pantheon,” this reference nevertheless concludes, “The Heb. name of God,
El, has, of course, no connection with paganism, but is a simple generic term.” 28 What this author is in
essence stating is, “El is not connected to El.” 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
Yahweh’s 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,
¶ And when ye saw that Nahash the king () ֶמלְֶך, melek) of the children of
Ammon came against you, ye said unto me, ‘Nay; but a king () ֶמלְֶך, melek)
shall reign over us’: when Yahweh your Almighty was your king (Heb.
 ַּמ ְל ְכּכֱם, malk-xem).
12

The spelling of the Hebrew word translated “king” in the above verse is identical to the spelling of the
name of the Ammonites’ 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:
26

From The International Bible Commentary, F. F. Bruce, General Editor, 1986, Marshall Pickering/Zondervan Publishers,
page 57.
27
From The New Unger’s Bible Dictionary, by Merrill F. Unger, 1988, Moody Press, Chicago, IL, p. 485.
28
Ibid, p. 341.
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And thou shalt not let any of thy seed pass through the fire to Molech ()לְֶךמּ.
ֹ
Molek), neither shalt thou profane the name of thy Almighty: I am Yahweh.
1

If you compare the Hebrew word translated “king” 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 weren’t added until the seventh century CE.30
Thus, if we were to transliterate the Hebrew word translated “king” in I Samuel 12:12 prior to the
invention of the vowel-pointing system, that verse could legitimately be read, “Nay; but a molech shall
reign over us: when Yahweh your Almighty was your molechim.”
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,
“Does the corruption of an originally-pure word or title make it unusable?” 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 André Lemaire in his article “Who or What
was Yahweh’s Asherah?” 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

29

You can also compare the two Hebrew spellings for yourself by using a Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible. The
Hebrew word for “king” is word #4428, and the name of the Ammonite deity, Molech, is word #4432. Both words contain the
same, exact Hebrew spelling ()מלך, the only difference being the vowel points, which, as noted below, weren’t even added to
the Hebrew text until the 7th century CE.
30
This information comes from the New Bible Dictionary, 2nd ed., J. D. Douglas, Organizing Editor, Tyndale House
Publishers, Inc., Wheaton, IL, article “Texts and Versions,” p. 1,178, where we read, “It was not until about the 7th century of
our era that the Massoretes introduced a complete system of vowel-signs.”
31
From Biblical Archaeology Review, November/December 1984, vol. X, no. 6, article “Who Or What Was Yahweh’s
Asherah?” by André Lemaire, pp. 42-51. Note: Although Mr. Lemaire contends in his article that Asherah was not the name
of a goddess in its original sense, he concludes, “In these inscriptions, asherah is still a generic name, as shown by the
pronomial (or pronoun) suffix, but it is on the way to being personified, as reflected in the way the asherah is associated with
Yahweh in blessing.”
32
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 “grove” in the King James Version).
Clearly, Yahweh’s name was misappropriated and corrupted by heathen worshippers.
Not only did apostate believers inanely associate Yahweh’s name with a “goddess,” 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 Creator’s name in response to all
the subsequent abuses that each “clean” 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 “unclean” just because they are later conferred upon heathen idols.
Despite the fact that apostate men “paganized” Yahweh’s Hebrew titles, naming deities after “elohim,”
“baal,” “adonai,” and even “molech,” this does not mean that man can now take any already pagan-to-thecore name and simply apply it to Yahweh as a “perfectly acceptable translation” of the original Hebrew
title. Does the wrongful “paganizing” of the titles that Yahweh gave to Himself give mankind a license to
apply “just any old pagan name” to the Creator? No, it does not. This is a classic case of the proverbial
“Two wrongs don’t make a right” 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 “our Zeus” or “our
Apollo”?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 “no other” deities before Him
(Ex. 20:3). He later adds, “I am YAHWEH, and there is none else, there is no mighty one beside Me. I

34

From Encyclopedia of Gods, by Michael Jordan, Facts on File, Inc., 1993, p. 291.
As we will later see, when the opposition is cornered, they are compelled to admit that if Scripture truly sanctions referring
to Yahweh as “God,” then it must also be acceptable to refer to Him as “our Zeus” or “our Apollo.” 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
redefining it as “an acceptable translation” of the Hebrew title Elohim, they must likewise recognize the linguistic necessity of
allowing that same culture the freedom to do the same with the names of other heathen idols’ 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, “If 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.”
35
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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!” (Isaiah 45:5-6).
If Yahweh doesn’t 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 “Yahweh our Zeus” or “Yahweh our Apollo”? 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 “Yahweh our Nisroch”? And what about the deity
mentioned in Isaiah 65:11 -- the deity whose name is pronounced “GOD”? Knowing this truth, should it
be considered appropriate to refer to our Creator as “Yahweh our God”? 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 “God” pass the test? The information we have seen
to this point indicates that it does not, but there’s lots more for us to consider. Before we present
additional findings, let’s clear up a couple of common misunderstandings.
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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 “Elohim” has just as much right to do so as one who speaks Hebrew,
the language from which we received the word “elohim.” Conversely, there is nothing wrong with that
same Englishman translating “elohim” into English as an honorable title such as “Almighty” and using it
in reference to Yahweh, especially since “Almighty” and “elohim” 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, “the name Daniel means
‘Elohim is Judge.’” 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 Yahweh’s 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,
“Where should we ‘draw the line’ between what is an ‘honorable translation’ of elohim and what is a
‘dishonorable translation’ of that Hebrew title?” 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 Strong’s Exhaustive
Concordance. This Hebrew word is most commonly translated “god” in English, and is word #430 in
Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary:

God’s Identity – According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars

30

Clearing Up Two Misunderstandings
430.

אֱ ֹלהִים’ĕlôhîm, el-o-heem′; 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:—angels, x exceeding, God (gods) (dess, -ly), x (very) great, judges, x mighty.

As shown from the above listing in Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary, the word Elohim is the
plural of word #433. This is the Hebrew word ( ֱאלוֹהּor )אֱ ֹלהּ, pronounced eloah. Here is how the listing
for word #433 appears in Strong’s:
433.

אֱ לוֹהּ’ĕlôwahh, el-o′-ah; rarely (short.)
אֱ ֹלהּ’ĕlôahh, el-o′-ah; prob. prol. (emphat.)

from 410; a deity or the Deity:—God, god. See
430.

The reason I’m 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 Strong’s
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 Strong’s listing for the word el:
410. ַאל’êl, ale; short. from 352; strength; as
adj. mighty; espec. the Almighty (but used
also of any deity):—God (god), x goodly, x great,
idol, might (-y one), power, strong. Comp. names
in “-el.”

As displayed by Strong’s, 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 Version’s “Old Testament.” 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 “Old Testament,” 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 isn’t, 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 “God” 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 “God” originate?
Should the word “God” 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 “Old Testament,” consisting of the
Law, the Prophets, and the Writings: Torah (law), Nev’im (prophets), and Kethuvim (writings) or “Torah Nev’im Kethuvim,”
abbreviated T-N-K. Vowels were added to T-N-K, rendering it Ta-Na-K in order to facilitate the pronunciation “Tanakh” (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 — The Holy Scriptures.
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the transliteration of the name of an idol? Do we honor Yahweh by referring to Him as “our God”?
These are questions demanding answers!
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B. If We Reject the Heathen “God,” Must We Reject Every “Unclean” 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 “e-mail debate” that we had over the
subject of the appropriateness of referring to Yahweh as “our God.” 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 Brown’s Search the Scriptures newsletter from January
- May 2001. In the course of our “debate,” 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. ‘God’ is such a word.37

Mr. Soto verbalized his perception that the elimination of God from one’s 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 “whom” 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 Larry’s 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: ‘Bible, Church, Holy, Hallowed, Sacred,
Sanctified, Glory, Divine, Deity, Here, and Sacrifice.’ Furthermore, from the
‘Institute For Scripture Research,’ we can add the following words to our list:
Abundance, Calendar, Earth, Faith, Grace, Honor, Hymn, King, Man, Music,
Renown, Secure, Victory, and Wind.’ 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 “King,” are normally employed as
titles for Yahweh, and we certainly do not refer to Him as “our Deity.” 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 “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles” to provide evidence of the same, 39 and I
37

Excerpt from a group e-mail entitled “Acheson Responds to Soto, part two” 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 “Re: Theos Reply to Mr. Acheson’s Critique, Part One”), 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 “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles” entitled “Do We Honor Yahweh by Referring
to Him as ‘Our God’?”, 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 George’s article:
Any argument of the old school that is used to reject ‘god’ and ‘lord’ as English ‘common nouns,’ can also be used to reject
‘elohim’ and ‘adonay,’ 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 “our Bible,” “our Church,” or as “our
Here.”
The gist of this misunderstanding stems from the perception that “refraining from referring to Yahweh
as ‘our God’” 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 it’s 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 “draw the line.” June and I “draw the line” when it comes
to “unclean,” heathenistically-emanated names applied as titles for Yahweh. Others “draw the line” with
regard to words that are considered “culturally unacceptable” 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 Canaanite’s 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 “other Hebrew words.” Did they mean, for example, that the English word “Father” is of heathen origin or did
they mean that its Hebrew counterpart “Ab” 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 ‘god’ and ‘lord’ as some apparently
use to reject ‘elohim’ and ‘adonay,’ we must refer the reader to our previously-mentioned position that just because man has
taken it upon himself to ‘paganize’ Yahweh’s original titles does NOT mean that we can take an already pagan-to-the-core
name and apply it to Yahweh as a ‘perfectly acceptable English translation’ of ‘Elohim’!
Secondly, the authors [Soto and George] once again failed to document their ‘scholarly’ references from which they
gleaned the above information pertaining to alleged ‘unclean words.’ 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 ‘Adam’ to the first man.
The word ‘Sabbath,’ it claims, is derived from the Hebrew word ‘Shabath,’ to rest. The word ‘covenant,’ it reveals, is
derived from the Latin ‘convenire, from ‘venire,’ to come, and ‘con,’ together.
Note this book’s item regarding the origin of the word ‘king,’ as shown on page 204: ‘The 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,’ 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).’ Note: No
mention is made in this reference of the word ‘king’ 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 “unclean” 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: “Please observe that we were not referring to English words, but to Hebrew words translated as king,
shepherd, father, judge, etc.”
We thought his explanation settled that particular misunderstanding, until his e-mail of March 18, 2001 re-opened the “can of
worms,” 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.
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Words such as morbid, mortuary, mortal, and mortgage are English terms that trace to a heathen idol
named Mors, known as “the god of death.” The word vitamin, as well as the word vita, which means
“life,” hails from the Egyptian idol named Amon. Amon, then, was regarded as the giver of life. The
word happy comes from the idol named Hap. Other words derived from the names of heathen idols
include enthusiasm, ammonia, martial, mute, money, ignite, panic, comment, gossip, insomnia, morphine
and orphan. The list is extensive, and as Mr. Soto wrote, “By no means is this the end of the list!” Do we
now wipe these words from our vocabulary because of their origins? Well, as for June and me, we’re not
even going to try, for we know the utterly impossible task that this would create for us! The common
example we often hear involving people who earnestly strive to rid their vocabulary of such words
involves the term the Holy Spirit. In their well-intentioned drive to remove the word “holy” from their
vocabulary due to its questionable history, many resort to referring to it as the “Set-Apart Spirit” because
the word “holy” has been defined as “set apart.” As it turns out, however, the word “Set” matches the
pronunciation of the Egyptian idol named Set, known as “the god of the desert, Storms, Darkness, and
Chaos.”40 This is a classic case of “You can’t win for losing!”
Since it is virtually impossible for us to remove all “unclean” English words from our vocabulary
while simultaneously maintaining a communication link with our fellow man, June and I abide by a
simple principle, which we suggest that our readers consider as well: If we can’t remove the glut of
“unclean” English words from our vocabulary, at the very least we can be mindful of the titles we use in
reference to our Heavenly Father. Is this too much to ask? Are we placing too much of a burden on
others by simply suggesting that they would honor Yahweh by seeing to it they refer to Him with titles
that command the highest respect, honor and adoration? Thus, instead of referring to Yahweh as “our
Nisroch,” “our Zeus,” and yes, even as “our God,” we become more selective with regard to the titles we
choose to employ in reference to Him. With this in mind, June and I suggest that everyone work
diligently towards coming up with suitable alternatives to words emanating from heathen worship that are
also used in reference to our Heavenly Father.
We would like to believe the information presented in this brief section serves to close the case in
favor of not referring to Yahweh as “our God.” However, some individuals remain unpersuaded of our
position, and they have presented various arguments in an attempt to defend their use of the title “God” in
reference to Yahweh. Some of the arguments we encountered were addressed in personal conversations,
while many others were presented via e-mail, whether privately or in a group e-mail debate, such as the
one that took place from March through April 2001. Since that time, I have participated in a few Internet
forum discussion boards over the years, most notably in 2004, 2006 and 2008, where I found myself
repeatedly addressing virtually the same arguments as those raised in the 2001 group e-mail discussion.
Let’s turn to part two, where we will examine the ten most common arguments that we have heard in
support of referring to Yahweh as “our God,” and determine if any of them has any substance.

40

Cf., for example, Wikipedia contributors, “Set (mythology),” Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia,
http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Set_(mythology)&oldid=337136815 (accessed January 12, 2010).
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W

hen all is said and done and all the evidence is laid out and carefully examined, June and I are
persuaded that a clear connection can be seen between the English word God and the Hebrew
word גַד, which is pronounced “God.” In defense of his position, an acquaintance within the
Yahwist Movement wrote, “I still do not believe the Baal God of Isaiah 65:11 has anything to do with the
titles used in English of Lord and God. I do not believe you have proven ‘Gad’ of this passage is the
‘gott’ of the Teutonic tribes, which influenced the English to use the title ‘God.’” He later added, “I don’t
believe you can make such a connection and successfully prove your point beyond a reasonable doubt.”41
What this man’s short commentary amounts to, in a nutshell, is saying, “I don’t believe God is in any
way connected to God.” Does this make any sense? His remark reminds me of something my dad used
to say that seems to apply to this situation: “If you can’t tell the difference, there isn’t any!” Or how
about the common adage, “If it looks like a duck, swims like a duck and quacks like a duck, then it
probably is a duck.” While we’re not about to make the claim that if two words are pronounced
identically, they must be identical in every way, we nevertheless maintain that it is unwise to take a word
that is pronounced a certain way, then take another word that is pronounced identically while arbitrarily
and without any supportive evidence declaring, “They aren’t connected in any way!” Consider the
absurdity of this situation. The man quoted above might as well say, “I know Yahweh detests God, but
Yahweh is my God!” Would this remark make any sense? Obviously, in the minds of some individuals it
does. To us, it does not!
The man quoted above stated he doesn’t believe one can “make such a connection” and successfully
prove it “beyond a reasonable doubt.” Our contention, however, is that a truth seeker bent on serving
Yahweh will not gamble on offending Him in any way. Never mind the “reasonable doubt,” if there is
any doubt that referring to Yahweh as “our God” pleases Him, the resolute truth seeker will avoid doing
so. In other words, if we are going to err, let’s err on the side of caution. The burden of proof for
“making connections” versus proving that no connection can be made therefore falls upon the man
making the statement above; instead of recognizing the title God as a valid title because a bonafide
connection with the Canaanite deity of fortune has not yet been universally agreed upon by etymologists,
we suggest not accepting the legitimacy of that title until it can be proven that there definitely isn’t a
connecting link. First and foremost, though, it is our contention that we don’t need to make the
connection, for Yahweh has already made it for us! Yahweh says that God is the name of a false idol.
This sufficiently demonstrates that He would not appreciate anyone converting that name to a title, then
applying a word of identical pronunciation to Him! The man making the statement above needs to
41

Both of these quotes are taken from an e-mailed commentary (entitled “RE: Is Yahweh Your ‘God’? Final Installment”)
submitted by Dauid ben Yacov on October 10, 2000. We supplied an additional excerpt from this same e-mail in Chapter 1.
As referenced in Chapter 1, Dauid’s e-mail was submitted as a response to our critique of the 1997 article “The Truth
Regarding Inspired Titles,” by Dale George and Silvio Soto.
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somehow prove that there definitely isn’t a connection between the English “God” and the Hebrew
“God.” Instead of applying “reasonable doubt” to taking the “sure way,” however, our acquaintance is
applying the term to go the “unsure way.” We support applying the man’s “reasonable doubt” principle
towards referring to Yahweh with a title only if the preponderance of evidence supports its having an
honorable origin. The title “Almighty,” for example, has no apparent ties to heathen worship; we
therefore conclude that such a title is honorably applied to Yahweh, unless someone can produce
“reasonable doubt.” Can the same be said with regard to the title God? No, it cannot. In fact, as our
opponents profess, God is a word that is both “clean” and “unclean”! We will examine this admission in
Objection #10.
Some individuals rely on the findings of etymologists to form their conclusions as to the origin of the
word God, even though, as stated above, Yahweh has already told us that God is the name of a false deity
worshipped by those who “forsake Him.”42 We believe Yahweh is right, in spite of whatever conclusions
the etymologists may reach! Reliance on etymologists’ findings as to the origin of the word God poses a
serious problem, for even the etymologists themselves have admitted that they are uncertain of their own
conclusions. Note the following, as taken from The New Dictionary of Theology:
The etymology of the English word ‘God,’ as well as of the equivalent words
in Latin, Greek and Hebrew, is much disputed.43

The Oxford English Dictionary, Volume VI, item “god,” validates the information above. 44 J.G.R.
Forlong, in his work A Cyclopædia of Religions, notes, “It is remarkable that philologists are unable to
decide the origin of this familiar Teutonic word.”45
Wilfred Funk, in his book Word Origins and Their Romantic Stories, even more dramatically
underscores the etymologists’ dilemma in tracing the origin of this word:
The central word of all faiths is God, and the history of the title God is a tangle
of guesses. The word God itself is related to similar words in Danish, Saxon,
Old High German, Scandinavian, and other languages, and may even be
related to an ancient Lithuanian word that referred to someone who practiced
magic.46
42

Regarding those who rely on etymologists’ conclusions, reference is made to the following quotation, taken from pp. 44-45
of “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” by Dale George and Silvio Soto, 1997: “Linguistically speaking, it should be noted
that we cannot definitely PROVE a pagan connection for either word [god or lord]. That has been tried and it has failed, as
linguistic authorities which exist do not agree with our traditional contention (most linguistic scholars trace our English word
God to the Teutonic language and not to the Babylonian deity Gad, and also trace Lord to an Old English word that meant, ‘the
keeper of the loaf’).” See also pp. 76-77 of their revision entitled The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred
Names, published in February, 2001. Based on the above quotation, June and I maintain that the authors of “The Truth
Regarding Inspired Titles,” as well as those who promote such “logic,” evidently place more faith in the inconclusive findings
of etymologists than in the evidence provided in Yahweh’s Word.
43
From The New Dictionary of Theology, Joseph A. Komonchak, Mary Collins and Dermot A. Lane, editors, 1988, published
by Michael Glazier, Inc., Wilmington, Delaware, article “God,” page 423.
44
Reference is made to the following: “The ulterior etymology is disputed.” Quoted from The Oxford English Dictionary,
Second Edition, Volume VI, prepared by J. A. Simpson and E. S. C. Weiner, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1989, item “god,” page
639.
45
From A Cyclopædia of Religions, Volume II, by Major-General J. G. R. Forlong, originally published in 1906 by Bernard
Quaritch, London, republished in 1997 by co-publishers Ganesh Publishing, Ltd., Bristol, United Kingdom and Edition
Synapse, Tokyo, Japan, p. 155.
46
From Word Origins and Their Romantic Stories, Wilfred Funk, Litt. D., 1950, Grosset & Dunlap, New York, page 279.
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Since even the etymologists are uncertain of the validity of their own conclusions, why should we feel
more inclined to accept their “findings” above Yahweh’s? Does a “tangle of guesses” have preeminence
over the very words of Almighty Yahweh? Again, Yahweh has already told us that God is the name of a
false deity worshipped by those who “forsake Him.” Is Yahweh’s Word not sufficient?
As we will see in the course of this study, the answer to the above question is a resounding, “Yes! His
word is sufficient!”
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Objection #2: Is “God” an Inspired Title?
1. Did Yahweh Inspire the Germanic Title “Gott” at Babel?
n “Objection #1,” we read the testimony of an individual who claims that we cannot prove a
connection between the “God” of Isaiah 65:11 and the “God” of today’s English-speaking culture.
Another gentleman, in his objection to our claim that applying the name/title “God” to Yahweh
dishonors Him, proposed that Yahweh inspired God to be an acceptable, generic title when the
Germanic languages were given at Babel. Since Yahweh inspired each new language given there, and
since God was a part of that “inspired Germanic language,” this must mean that Yahweh approves of this
generic title. Here is what he wrote in defense of his position:

I

Who, when the languages were confounded at Babel, gave the Hebrews
‘Adonai’ and ‘Elohim,’ the Arameans ‘Mare’ and ‘Alaha,’ the Greeks
‘Kurios’ and ‘Theos,’ and the Germans ‘Herr’ and ‘Gott’ to use as terms of
deity? The answer ... is that Yahweh was the one who confounded the
languages at Babel as He saw fit. God is not the only word that is used in
modern English worship that sounds like the name of a pagan deity in another
language.47

Perhaps, as the man quoted above stated, it is true that God is not the only word employed in modern
English worship that sounds like the name of a pagan deity in another language. However, so far as we
know, God is the only English title applied to Yahweh that not only sounds exactly like the name of a
pagan deity in another language, but it originated with the name of a pagan deity in another language.48
To make matters worse, that “other language” just happens to be Hebrew, the very language of Scripture!
As if to seal the matter, Yahweh Himself identifies this deity whose name is pronounced God as a deity
worshipped by those who forsake Him (Isaiah 65:11)! As the gentleman we quoted points out, there are
certainly other words besides “god” that sound like the names of pagan deities in other languages. We
would have to scrap the entire English language if we were to disassociate ourselves from each one. Out
of respect for our great and majestic Heavenly Father, we do make every attempt to remove from Him
titles with origins as patently heathen as the word “god.”
Of course, the reasoning employed by the man quoted above is this: Since Yahweh confounded the
languages, and since He inspired god to be the word used in reference to Germanic deities, He therefore
“must” approve of our referring to Him as “our God” in English or in German. Is it true, though, that the
Germanic language can be traced all the way to Babel? No, it is not. In fact, there is absolutely no
47

The commentary presented here is taken from two separate e-mails, sent by another fellow Yahwist on October 10 and
October 12, 2000. As with the individual who goes by the pseudonym Dauid ben Yacob, we also choose to leave this man’s
identity anonymous. Instead, we will refer to him as Shlomoh, which is the screen name that he attributed to himself while
participating in an internet forum board.
48
Regarding our statement that God is the only English title applied to Yahweh that not only sounds like the name of a
heathen deity in another language, but it also originated with the name of a heathen deity in another language, we are
specifically referring to titles considered “acceptable English translations,” as certainly the Spanish Dios is another example of
this same principle -- incorporating the name of a heathen idol into another language, then culturally redefining it as an
“acceptable translation” of the Hebrew title Elohim. Dios, as we will see later, actually comes closer to matching letter-forletter and sound-for-sound the name of the Greeks’ chief deity commonly known as Zeus! In fact, Dios is a perfect match!
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evidence that any of the several Germanic forms even existed prior to the birth of the Messiah. The
earliest known Germanic writings only date to the third century CE, showing that these languages clearly
represent a combination of a mixture of dialects between one or more languages, as well as the natural
evolutionary process that any such language will experience. Consider for a moment the evolutionary
nature of languages. The English we speak today, for example, would have been virtually unrecognizable
to the English people of, say, 1,000 years ago. According to the Encyclopedia International, the
“Germanic languages (formerly called the Teutonic languages), are a subgroup of the Indo-European
language family. Germanic languages are usually divided into East Germanic, North Germanic, and
West Germanic languages. The most important East Germanic language was Gothic, which is now
extinct; no living languages belong to this sub-branch.” The article adds, “The oldest Germanic forms
attested are names in the writings of Latin and Greek authors. The first extant texts are runic inscriptions
of about the 3rd century A.D.”49
We thus see that even the network of Germanic languages has experienced a substantial evolutionary
process, with its Gothic base having been declared “extinct.” With this knowledge in mind, does it seem
likely or even remotely possible that Yahweh ordained the Germanic language at Babel along with its
generic title for deity, god/gott? No, it does not. We will see later in this study that a more reasonable
explanation is that the worship of the idol God was introduced in Europe, including Poland, Germany and
Ireland, by scattered, wandering Israelites traveling westward and introducing their culture wherever they
settled.

49

From the Encyclopedia International, Volume 7, 1972, by Grolier, Incorporated, New York, article “Germanic Languages,”
page 555.
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et’s revisit the dead Gothic language mentioned in our previous chapter, from which the Germanic
languages hail. According to The Catholic Encyclopedia, Volume VI, Online Edition, 1999, item
“Etymology of the Word ‘God,’” this word is derived from the Gothic root “gheu,” and it goes on
to state that “God” is ultimately derived from the “proper names of pagan deities”:50

The fact that Catholicism agrees that God is traced to the proper names of pagan deities, in and of
itself, should be sufficient to cause any believer to question the legitimacy of applying such a word as a
translation of the Hebrew Elohim. Not only is it a poor translation that does not in any way reflect the
original meaning of “power,” “strength” or “mighty,” but this Catholic reference concedes that “God” is
descended from the proper names of pagan deities — hardly an honorable choice for a title to ascribe to
the Creator of the universe!
The Oxford Dictionary of English Etymology traces the word god to the Indo-European ghut, then
ultimately to the Sanskrit hu, which means “to invoke the gods.”51 This same reference, by the way,
acknowledges that this word is “of uncertain origin,” providing yet another admission from the
etymologists themselves that they really cannot be certain how to trace the origin of the word “god.”
Note, though, that even the best etymological sleuth can only succeed in tracing this word to a root (such
as hu or gheu) that sounds nothing like “god” (except for the "G")! This being the case, we can safely
conclude that Yahweh definitely did not inspire “God” or even “Gott” as a generic title in any language
when He confounded the languages at Babel. The closest that any scholar seems able to come in their
etymological search is “gheu,” which, again, doesn’t even sound like “god.” Thus, even the etymologists
would have to concede that it is “reaching” to find a pronunciation match between the words “gheu” and
“god”! With the understanding that there really isn’t much of a match between those two words, one
should be able to safely conclude that, indeed, Yahweh is right! You see, there is a match between the
English name/title “God” and the Hebrew name “God”! Yahweh identifies “God” as a false deity
50

The exact quote reads as follows: “The root-meaning of the name (from Gothic root gheu; Sanskrit hub or emu, ‘to invoke
or to sacrifice to’) is either ‘the one invoked’ or ‘the one sacrificed to.’” This reference goes on to admit that God is ultimately
derived from the names of “pagan deities”: “From different Indo-Germanic roots (div, ‘to shine’ or ‘give light’; thes in
thessasthai ‘to implore’) come the Indo-Iranian deva, Sanskrit dyaus (gen. divas), Latin deus, Greek theos, Irish and Gaelic dia,
all of which are generic names; also Greek Zeus (gen. Dios, Latin Jupiter (jovpater), Old Teutonic Tiu or Tiw (surviving in
Tuesday), Latin Janus, Diana, and other proper names of pagan deities.” Although I took this quote from an online reference,
the citation itself comes from The Catholic Encyclopedia, Volume VI, published 1909, New York: Robert Appleton Company.
Nihil Obstat, September 1, 1909. The listing may be read in its entirety by accessing the following URL:
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06608x.htm.
51
From The Oxford Dictionary of English Etymology, edited by C. T. Onions, Oxford at the Clarendon Press, 1966, p. 404.
This reference notes the following pertaining to the origin of the word “god”: “A Cgerm. *guð- points to IE. *ghut-, pp.
formation of uncertain origin, but prob. f. *ghu-, repr. by Skr. hu invoke the gods (cf. puru\hutás ‘much invoked’, as an epithet
of Indra).”
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worshipped by those who forsake Him. None of the ancients ever applied this term to Yahweh. Why
not? Because they didn’t associate Yahweh with a false idol! Neither should we! Much later, though, a
group of heathen Germanic (Teutonic) people known as the Druids were indeed found worshipping and
invoking their many deities, referring to them as “gods.” Note the commentary regarding this particular
“origin” of the word God as listed in the Encyclopedia International:
The word ‘God’ and its cognates existed in the Germanic family of languages
(German Gott, Danish Gud) in pre-Christian times, and referred to that which
is worshipped or invoked in sacrificial offerings. With the conversion of the
Teutonic peoples to Christianity, its pre-Christian meanings were largely
reshaped and absorbed into the Judeo-Christian tradition.52

Truly, even if Yahweh had not Himself spoken against the idol God, we would still be faced with the
sobering realization that even by etymologists’ admissions, this word hails from heathen roots. However,
a lingering question that also must be addressed is the accuracy of translating the Hebrew Elohim, which
denotes strength and power, into a word that originally carries the meaning “that which is worshipped or
invoked in sacrificial offerings.” Having this understanding in mind, we are compelled to ask, “Is “God”
an accurate translation of the Hebrew Elohim?” This is apparently a question that the opposition doesn’t
like because we’ve been waiting for them to answer it for over 16 years.
Even if etymology truly had nothing to do with the development of the English “god” from the
Hebrew “God,” we are nonetheless faced with a very colorful, yet adverse history of this word as outlined
by the etymologists themselves. Consider the following background on the word “god” as found in the
book The Private Lives of English Words:
English preserves no more spectacular example of what etymologists call
“ameliorization” than the etymological development of this word, which goes
back to an ancient Proto-Indo-European phrase meaning “enjoyer or consumer
of that which has been poured forth” (presumably wine or blood, as a
sacrifice). The full phrase survives in Sanskrit as huta-bhug, where it was one
of the epithets of Agni, the god of fire, whose name is cognate with the Latin
stem from which English gets the word ignite. The Sanskrit huta “that which
has been poured forth, the sacrifice” is the exact cognate of the English word
God, following localization in which the full meaning of the phrase centered in
its first element, which occurred in the early Germanic ancestor of English.
The Slavic branch of Indo-European reversed this choice, localizing the
meaning in the second element of the phrase, and leaving the Slavic bog
“God” as the survivor.
With what linguists call “connotative extension,” the meaning became “Deity
who enjoys the sacrifice,” but as sacrificial offerings vanished from religious
practice, that part of the meaning which had once been primary faded, leaving
only the sense in use today, “Deity.”53

We thus see that regardless of the angle from which we examine this name/title, it is stained with the
impurity of heathen worship. In addition, according to the above reference, god is derived from the word
huta, two words that in no way resemble each other: yet another pronunciation mismatch! As suggested
52

From the Encyclopedia International, Volume 8, 1972, by Grolier, Incorporated, New York, article “God,” page 52.
From The Private Lives of English Words, First Edition, by Louis G. Heller, Alexander Humez and Malcah Dror, Gale
Research Company, Detroit, MI, 1984, item “God,” pp. 78-79.
53
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by the title of this section, the “root words” from which etymologists say God is derived expose nothing
short of a gheuey mess! Anyone wishing to apply such a term to Yahweh, knowing what we have just
shown to be true about the word, must simultaneously ignore or otherwise accept this title’s former
association, not to mention the unlikely evolution of the word huta (or gheu) into the word god. Let’s not
speculate with the etymologists and their “tangled guesses” regarding the origin of the word god, though!
Trust in Yahweh, Who uses this word to identify a FALSE DEITY.
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3. What if Yahweh Had Not Spoken Against “God”?
lthough we have just demonstrated the pronunciation “mismatch” between the words god, gheu
and huta, combined with the fact that a perfect match exists with the name of the Canaanite deity
of fortune, we would like to pause for a moment to insert a brief concession: If all we had to go
on was the etymologists’ (in)conclusions, we would be willing to concede (albeit somewhat
reluctantly) that “god” is an acceptable title for Yahweh, as even the Apostle Paul referred to Yahweh
with the generic title theos in such passages as Acts 17:23 (see Objection #6 for an in-depth commentary
on this Greek title). Paul evidently employed the title theos, even though its established association by
Greeks had been directed toward the idols they worshipped. In the same way, the etymologists do not
necessarily trace the English term god to the name of any deity, but rather to expressions and epithets
used in reference to idols worshipped by Indo-European peoples. The dilemma we are faced with
regarding god, however, is the fact that an alternate etymology is in question. We maintain that it is more
than just “sheer coincidence” that our English term god “just happens” to share the same pronunciation as
the name of the Canaanite deity of fortune. We further maintain that the relationship between those two
words has to be either etymological in nature or the result of a fiendish plot on the part of the great
deceiver to cause otherwise sincere believers to unwittingly give honor to a false idol. Perhaps it is both.

A

Any Yahwist believer should be able to recognize that Satan does not want anyone to call upon the
Creator with the name that He gave to Himself. The great adversary would much prefer that we call upon
the Creator with the name of a false idol, which, as the Apostle Paul reminds us in I Corinthians 10:19-20,
is not really an “idol” anyway, but a demon! Notice what he wrote:
19

¶ What do I imply, then? That food offered to idols is anything, or that an
idol is anything?
20
No, I imply that what pagans sacrifice, they offer to demons and not to
Yahweh! (NRSV, Creator’s name restored)

Obviously, then, if sacrifices offered to idols are in actual fact offered to demons, then if we call upon
the names of idols we are in actual fact calling upon demons! We believe most Yahwists are willing to
acknowledge this, as well as the fact that Satan would prefer that we call upon those demons than call
upon the Creator by His true name. These same Yahwists, we would like to think, should similarly
recognize that Satan would be willing to settle for applying the name of that false idol as a title for
Yahweh. After all, Satan is known as the master of compromise, and as we will see in Objection #4, God
was indeed considered to be the name of a demon by post-Messianic Jews!54 Referring to our Creator
with a pure name combined with such an impure title is like willfully settling for 50% purity and 50%
rottenness.

54

We will also see in Part II of this study that pre-Messianic Jews – the Hebrew scholars who translated the Scriptures into
what is known as the Septuagint – regarded the Hebrew idol God as a demon. Truly, it can be accurately stated that referring
to the Creator of the Bible as God is a modern contrivance by uninspired men.
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4. 50% Pure, 50% Rotten?

T

his is the shortest chapter in our study, but it is packed with sound reasoning that I believe any
sincere truth seeker should well consider.

Several years ago I went to the lumber yard to pick up some boards to complete a shelving
project I was working on. As the warehouse employee pulled out the boards from the stack, he paused
upon coming across one that had huge brownish-gray spots streaking up and down its entire length, with
various-sized holes gaping through each spot. It took me exactly two seconds to determine that the board
was rotten. Apparently the employee came to the same realization, but instead of tossing it aside, he
asked with a straight face, “Does it matter if it’s rotten?”
I was stunned that he actually offered to sell me a rotten board, so the answer to his question was
obvious. Yes, it mattered! What kind of a shelf would a rotten board make? A lousy one! How much
weight would a rotten board even hold? Well, that’s anyone’s guess, for sometimes a rotten board can’t
even support its own weight!
How much weight does Yahweh’s name hold if we tack on a rotten title? That is the question at hand.
As for June and me, we don’t even want to find out. For anyone wishing to mix His name with a
name/“title” that is known to have originally been identified with a heathen idol condemned by Yahweh
Himself is to diminish from the purity due to His great name. It’s like settling for a rotten board. To
those willing to pursue this course, we can only say, “Proceed at your own risk.” June and I choose to not
risk dishonoring Yahweh by referring to Him with a title that even halfway resembles a pagan idol’s
name, let alone one that He Himself personally condemns! “Does it matter if it’s rotten?”
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5. Should We Be Like All the Other Heathen Nations?

A

nother individual concerned with usage of the term God due to its being defiled by the stains of
heathen worship is Moshe Joseph Koniuchowsky of B’nai Yahshua Synagogue, Miami Beach,
Florida. Mr. Koniuchowsky, as you may recall from Part I, chapter 3, was at first “on board”
with Dale George and Silvio Soto’s “Inspired Titles” study, and wrote the Foreword to their
January 2001 revision before reversing his position within the space of three months. In his retraction,
Koniuchowsky brilliantly summarized the dilemma created by Yahwists who refer to Yahweh as their
“God,” effectively honing in on the need for Yahweh’s people to exercise great care in not worshipping
Him as the heathens do. What follows is an excerpt from an e-mailed editorial submitted by Mr.
Koniuchowsky in March 2001:
In Isaiah 65:10 Yahweh warns backslidden ISRAEL that they are the ones,
(not another nation and not the nations) who have left and forsaken Yahweh, in
favor for GAAD (or gimmel dalet, pronounced GAADE)! So the question is,
are we REALLY Israel? Not can we use God, but should we use God? Israel
has a recorded history of having left Yahweh in favor of a deity whose
personal noun name was God in 721 BCE. That would include both houses,
since that time period was right at the time of Ephraim’s dispersion or the first
Israelite holocaust. That is a fact. Whether one of the gates of the New
Jerusalem will be named Gad is completely irrelevant. Whether babies were
named GAD EL is irrelevant. What is relevant is what is our mission TODAY
right here and right now, in our day and our time, to be Israel, to be an
Israelite, yet to be fully renewed and fully restored? THAT IS THE ISSUE!
Even if one can linguistically make the case that using God as a common noun
title is permissible for all nations, would not our usage of God in place of or in
conjunction with Yahweh, make us like all the other heathen nations? We are
called to be different than all nations. Anything that makes us like the nations
(food habits, feast days, Shabbat habits, clothing, actions, morality) cannot be
of the Father.
I have two neighbors. One a Christian who is probably a born again
Ephraimite. Another an unregenerate heathen! They both think Yahweh’s
name is God! What separates the born again neighbor from the heathen
neighbor? Nothing! To the world, both are ‘God’s people,’ and both do not
know Yahweh’s real Name, primarily due to the uninspired title God. THEY
FEEL SNUG IN THINKING THEY HAVE THE REAL NAME OF
YAHWEH. This is an error and blindness of massive proportion. (God has
become the name de jour of a society that has lost touch with reality and does
not want to know Yahweh’s real name.) Neither neighbor of mine can be
separated from the other, especially if the heathen is one of those ‘moral
heathens.’ No clear-headed individual can argue that ‘God’ is to blame for the
masking and ignorance of the Father’s revealed name, at least in our AngloSaxon society.
What better way to stick out as a royal priesthood, a chosen nation, a
PECULIAR PEOPLE, than by REFUSING TO mimic the nations, who use
GOD as a substitute for Yahweh. Are we Israel? If we are Israel, then we
should be looking for new ways to further separate from the heathen nations,
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Should We Be Like All the Other Heathen Nations?
not assimilation ways where we can be like them by conforming to their
55
dubious terms and thus share their linguistic beds.

As Mr. Koniuchowsky eloquently and concisely explains, even if we could make a linguistic case in
favor of employing the title God to Yahweh, this does not change the fact that in so doing we
simultaneously embark on a journey of assimilation wherein we mimic the practices and customs of those
around us, concerning ourselves more with aligning ourselves with their religious mode than with outright
seeking the most honorable way to serve our Creator. Yes, even if we could make a linguistic case in
favor of honorable use of the term God, we would nonetheless be faced with the sobering fact that, despite
such a “clean” origin, it was later condemned by none other than Yahweh Himself. To subsequently
employ this very same term to the One who condemned the worship of a deity by that same name cannot
be considered anything less than dishonorable. As for the “evidence” supporting the “linguistic case,”
however, we will see in Objection #4 and in Objection #8 that none exists.
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From an e-mail editorial titled “NO GOD FOR ISRAELITES,” dated Sun, 4 Mar 2001 8:43:24 PM CST, authored by
Moshe Joseph Koniuchowsky of B’nai Yahshua Synagogue, Miami Beach, Florida. Koniuchowsky’s editorial was sent to
recipients on the YourArmsToIsraelNews@yahoogroups.com distribution list. Moshe’s retraction from his previous position
generated a flurry of criticism from Dale George, including the following comment: “Based on a letter from I think, Rabbi
Sivan who denies that he is any spokesperson, I think both you and him tend to jump the gun and then have to retract as you
admitted in your recent post you have had to do.” Koniuchowsky’s retraction also served as the catalyst for Mr. George’s
decision to part company with him: “It is unfortunate we have to part this way, but I guess styles make differences among us.”
(These excerpts are taken from a group e-mail that Dale George sent to the SacredNames@yahoogroups.com distribution list,
as well as 18 additional recipients (excluding us) on 03/12/2001 at 5:51 AM.) A friend who was on the list forwarded it to us.
Please note that our citation of Mr. Koniuchowsky does not constitute an endorsement of any other views promoted by him.
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Objection #3: Should a Culture Redefine a Word
Borrowed From Another Language?
1. Is There Such a Thing as a “Sinful Sound”?
mong the reasons listed in the article “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles” offering support for
referring to Yahweh as “our God” is the belief that an individual can morally utter vulgar or
otherwise culturally unacceptable words, so long as he or she doesn’t have unethical motives.
Note the following:

A

Languages, on the other hand, depend on the INTENTION and CONCEPT of
the user to make them a moral issue. A word, phrase, dialect, or language can
only be ‘pagan’ if the user intends to convey a ‘pagan’ idea or concept! And,
even then, it would only be immoral because of the manner the user intended
to use it and NOT due to its very existence! Therefore, another individual
could employ the same words, phrases, dialect, or language and not suffer any
divine condemnation for his actions because his INTENTIONS are more
noble!56

The authors go on to say, in the next paragraph of their article, “There is no such thing as a sinful
sound.”57
Is it true that “there is no such thing as a sinful sound”? Is this teaching found in the pages of
Scripture? No, it is not. The Apostle Paul recognized the fact that there are “sinful sounds,” which is
why he wrote the following in Colossians 3:8:
8

¶ But now you must rid yourselves of all such things as these: anger, rage,
malice, slander, and filthy language from your lips. (NIV)

Exhorting us to rid ourselves of filthy language is another way of directing us to get rid of the “sinful
sounds” that might come out of our mouths. Thus, the teaching that there is no such thing as a sinful
sound did not originate from the pages of Scripture. It emanated from misguided men applying their own
understanding to the will of the Father.
Let’s turn our attention back to the paragraph above as quoted from the article “The Truth Regarding
Divine Titles.” Is it true, as they wrote, that “languages depend on the INTENTION and CONCEPT of
the user to make them a moral issue”? Again, this is simply not true. While intention and concept are
very important aspects within the expression of words in any language, there is more to consider. I’d
much rather not have to ask this, but think, if you will, of a word considered a “bad word” in our culture.
Can you imagine anyone familiar with the protocols of our culture willfully, yet innocently, expressing
such a word? Can you picture such an adult sweetly voicing a “four-letter word” without having the
56

From the article “The Truth Regarding Divine Titles,” 1997, by Dale George and Silvio Soto, p. 37 (page 64 of their January
2001 revision entitled The Truth About Inspired Titles In The Light of The Sacred Names).
57
Ibid, p. 37 (p. 64 of the Jan. 2001 revision).
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Is There Such a Thing as a “Sinful Sound”?

slightest clue as to what he or she is saying? Can you then imagine how that person would react if you
were to respond, “I BEG YOUR PARDON!”?
Would he or she say, “Oh, I’m sorry, but that word doesn’t have any negative implications for me”?
No, such a response would not be acceptable. In the same way, it is not appropriate, much less honorable,
for us to borrow the proper noun belonging to a heathen idol from another language, then incorporate that
proper noun into our language as a common noun and redefine it as an “acceptable title” to apply to our
Heavenly Father. When a culture takes a word – a NAME – that is already spoken against by Yahweh,
then redefines that proper noun as a “perfectly acceptable title,” that culture risks undermining Yahweh’s
original intent. Yahweh’s original intent was to identify by name a deity named “God” who is
worshipped by those who forsake Him. The original intent of how Yahweh meant for His people to
understand “God” has become obscured and distorted, all under the guise of the belief that “our culture
allows it” or that the user can otherwise redefine that proper noun however he or she wants.
To be fair, we do need to emphasize that the authors of “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles” do not
support appropriating “just any” title to Yahweh, as they are opposed to referring to Him with words that
can be construed as being “culturally obscene.” Silvio Soto clarified his stand pertaining to an
individual’s intentions when expressing words as follows:
Whenever I state that an individual’s intention determines whether his use of a
word is offensive to Yahueh, I would like it to be understood that I do not
mean that an individual is free to pick any word he wishes (including obscene
ones) and use them while claiming, “My intentions are good.” What I do
mean is that if the culture and social custom of the day recognizes several
possible ways that the same one word can be used by an individual to
communicate, then the individual’s intention will determine how he meant it,
as he is obviously free to avail himself of any of the possible applications.58

In other words, Mr. Soto is telling us that we can call Yahweh whatever we want, so long as “our
hearts are in the right place” and we are reasonably certain that whatever we call Him will not be
culturally objectionable to society as a whole. Of course, the “objections” of the minority opinion in such
a society must be disregarded by employing this method of reasoning – God being a “case in point.” The
difficulty thus posed by Mr. Soto’s rationale as expressed above is that we are all bound to eventually
clash over various titles that certain individuals comprising the “majority vote” will deem appropriate,
whereas those comprising the “minority” will take exception. We all know who wins because truth and
honor are not always decided by majority vote! My own personal experience, as explained below,
underscores how Mr. Soto’s logic cannot and does not flawlessly work in any society:
In the October 2000 critique that June and I wrote in response to the aforementioned article “The
Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” I went into quite a bit of detail regarding “user defined” words as
promoted by the authors of the article. I related a personal experience to demonstrate how their concept
of “user definition” cannot work in any society. This experience went back to my former school teaching
days, involving a student who exhibited a proclivity for uttering aloud a certain four-letter word when
things didn’t go her way. Despite my not allowing such language in my classroom, she protested,
insisting (by her “user definition”) that there is nothing wrong with the word in question. Eventually the
school principal became involved, who contacted the girl’s mother. At length, both the principal and the
58

Excerpt from a group e-mail (entitled “Re: Theos Reply to Mr. Acheson’s Critique, Part One”), that Silvio Soto sent to 35
recipients on 03/18/ 2001 at 2:31:25 PM CST.
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mother agreed that there is really nothing “wrong” with speaking the word in question, but they did at
least support admonishing her to comply with the standards of my classroom. If you would like to know
the word in question, please request a copy of our critique! Our point is this: One man’s “user definition”
of what is acceptable versus what is not acceptable is bound to clash with another man’s “user definition”!
It’s always best to “play it safe.” In the case of Yahweh, He has already identified, defined and
established God as the name of a false deity worshipped by those who forsake Him. His “definition” of
God is all we really need. To top it off, it is prudent to remember that if God is such an appropriate term,
then why didn’t any writers of Scripture ever apply it to Yahweh?
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2. Points to Ponder About the
Linguistic Incorporation and Redefinition of Words

O

n the surface, Mr. George and Mr. Soto might appear to present a very compelling argument in
support of determining that the Hebrew God is an acceptable English translation of the Hebrew
Elohim, which in itself presents a paradox that we have to this point failed to cover. The
understanding that God is a Hebrew word is not in question. This word existed in Hebrew for
millennia before the existence of the English language! It is clearly a Hebrew word. Elohim is a Hebrew
word, too. What is being done here is this: We are debating the validity of taking one Hebrew word,
incorporating it into the Indo-European languages (and subsequently English), then upon its arrival to the
English language, dubbing it an acceptable translation of another Hebrew word! All the while the
opposition is more or less saying, “The Hebrew God is in no way connected to the English God, even if
they are pronounced identically!”
This point of view was expressed by a gentleman named Robert Young in his article “Is It Right to
Call Yahweh Our God?” Notice his commentary as found on page 4:
Yet even if it could be conclusively proven that the etymology of the English
word ‘God’ traces back to that Hebrew word it would not be proof that
Yahweh is against our using it since it certainly doesn’t mean in English what
it meant in Hebrew. If I were to use the term ‘God’ in place of the Heavenly
Father’s actual name, by thus making it a proper name rather than a title, I
would, then, be calling Him by the same name given to that false god. But
when I use it merely as a title, not as a name, not as a substitute for His name, I
am simply saying in my language that Yahweh is my object of worship.
Yahweh is my Mighty One, Yahweh is the Supreme Being, etc. I am using it
as a translation of the Hebrew titles Elohim, El, or Eloah, etc., as a basic
English word at least somewhat equivalent to those terms as they are found
and used in the Hebrew scriptures.59

Consider well what Mr. Young has just sanctioned here: The borrowing of foreign words and
subsequent incorporation of the same into another language, while being given a completely new and
different meaning. This is something known as culturally redefining words. Although Mr. Young
acknowledges God as the name of “that false god,” he nevertheless writes that when this same word is
used [redefined] in English, “I am simply saying in my language that Yahweh is my object of worship.”
Thus, he has just sanctioned employing God to mean one thing in Hebrew, but another thing in English!
This would be like taking the English word “fireman,” incorporating it into the Spanish language, and
subsequently dubbing it an acceptable Spanish rendering of their word for “doctor”! Not only would the
Spanish-speaking world refer to a doctor as “un doctor” or “un médico,” they could now also refer to their
doctor as “un fáyarman” (the Spanish way of transliterating “fireman”). The actual Spanish word for
fireman, as pointed out in Part One, is “bombero.” Again, this transferal of one word from one language
to another in order to give that word its own separate, new meaning, is known as culturally redefining
words, and this is precisely what Robert Young does with the Hebrew word “God.”
Endowed with the linguistic freedom endorsed by those of Robert Young’s persuasion, we can choose
any word we like in one language, then transfer, transliterate and incorporate that same word into another
59

From the article “Is It Right to Call Yahweh Our God?” by Robert Young, May 2, 2001, p. 4.
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language, where it is completely redefined, even though it is pronounced exactly the same as the “other
word” in the language from which it actually came! Again, this is what has been done with the word God.
The user, now having completely redefined such a word, can use it and apply it towards whatever the new
“intended meaning” is. Think of the ensuing confusion that this cultural incorporation and linguistic
redefinition creates: In the case of the “fireman,” consider what a bilingual person would hear. A
bilingual father might hear his English-speaking son say, “I want to be a fireman!” He would understand
his son as wanting to be a man who puts out fires. On the other hand, his Spanish-speaking friend’s child
might say, “¡Quiero ser fáyarman!” The bilingual man, while knowing and recognizing the difference in
professions due to his linguistic understanding of the development (“evolution”) of his language,
nevertheless can only shake his head in amazement that the word “fireman” made its way into the Spanish
language only to be redefined as something other than someone who puts out fires (i.e., a doctor). The
one “fireman,” again, means someone who extinguishes fires; its Spanish transliteration, in this potential
scenario, means someone who heals sick or injured people!
We repeat: The application of this same linguistic principle is precisely what has been done to the
Hebrew word God.
Please allow us to further illustrate how improper and utterly ridiculous it is to borrow words from
other languages only to linguistically redefine them. Once again, we will use the Spanish language in our
example. In Spanish, there is no such word as “moon.” A word pronounced like “moon” in the Spanish
language, if such a word existed, would be spelled “mun.” Let’s say that the word “mun” was to
somehow make its way into the Spanish language, but instead of it being linguistically incorporated so as
to mean the same thing as the English word “moon,” it is instead culturally redefined by the Spanish
culture so as to mean “sun.”
The same bilingual father referenced above might hear his son say, “Look, Dad! I see the new
moon!”
The next morning, he might overhear a Hispanic child tell his father, “¡Mire, papá! ¡Veo el mun!”
Again, the bilingual man shakes his head in disbelief, knowing the Hispanic child has just expressed
excitement over seeing the sun, using a culturally incorporated and linguistically redefined word (mun) to
express what he had just seen.
Please excuse us for being redundant, but this is exactly what has taken place with the “English”
word God. Our opponents can argue that the “English God” is in no way connected to the “Hebrew
God,” except for one major flaw: Even the etymologists admit to not actually knowing where the
“English God” really came from!
Is it acceptable and proper to borrow foreign words and redefine them? Under normal circumstances,
a culture can do as it pleases when it comes to borrowing words. Why should we care if the Spanish
culture borrows the pronunciation of our word “moon,” then redefines their new word as “sun”? That
would be their prerogative! The problem lies when a culture borrows an idolatrous word from
another culture and redefines it as a “linguistically acceptable” title for our Creator, Who is worthy
of only our highest and most exalted worship!
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Because this is such a complex problem that many do not seem to understand, we are going into more
than the usual detail in an attempt to clarify exactly “what” is at stake here. With this in mind, please
allow us to give you yet one more example, this time using reverse logic, to demonstrate how dangerous it
is to borrow foreign words in order to culturally redefine them. Again, we will use the Spanish language
in our example.
Let’s suppose that somehow the Spanish word “cabrón” made its way into the English language.
Many English-speaking people do not know what this Spanish word means, which only adds to its
mystery for them! And let’s suppose that, like God, the word Cabrón, conveys the meaning of
“Supreme” and “Almighty” to the average English-speaking person (who doesn’t know any better). Since
this originally Spanish word has been borrowed and redefined, it doesn’t really matter anyway what it
means in that language! The important thing is what it means to English-speaking people! Given such
an honorable meaning, we are now free to apply the word Cabrón to Yahweh!
Please keep in mind that the above scenario is completely in line with the logic already promoted by
the authors of The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names. These authors wrote,
“What makes a word clean or unclean is NOT the existence of the word itself, but the THEOLOGICAL
CONCEPT intended by the individual speaking. The Bible CONDEMNS the CONCEPT of
IDOLATRY, but it does NOT do so solely on a LINGUISTIC BASIS!”60 In other words, if our culture
should happen to borrow and redefine the Spanish word Cabrón as an acceptable translation of the
Hebrew Elohim, then this word can henceforth be honorably employed in reference to Yahweh, regardless
of what it meant in Spanish before we borrowed it! What does the word Cabrón mean in Spanish, you
ask? Suffice it to say it is considered extremely vulgar. In fact, we would prefer to not even have to
resort to using such words as vivid examples of how far one must go in attempting to defend the
“linguistic incorporation and redefinition” of words. Once we go that route, we open a virtual “Pandora’s
Box” that has even led to Yahwists defending the honor of referring to Yahweh as “our Zeus” or, even
worse, “our Dios / nuestro Dios”! As we will soon see, Dios comes a lot closer to being the actual name
of the chief deity worshipped in ancient Greece than does Zeus! In fact, Dios represents the actual
transliteration of that idol’s name! Something to think about the next time you hear the word Adiós!
As we conclude this section, we want to reiterate that we are not necessarily opposed to a culture
borrowing words from another culture, then incorporating those words into their own language while
giving them new and different meanings. That is fine by us, even if it is a rather bizarre concept! A
foreign culture could borrow the English word “cat” and introduce it into their language as a word
meaning “dog,” for all we care! As it turns out, the Hebrew word pronounced “dog” ( )דַגmeans fish! We
are not about to take a stand that, since the word pronounced dawg was originally a term meaning “fish,”
this means we should discontinue referring to canines as “dogs”! If any fish out there should happen to
stage a protest against this development, we might reconsider our position! Until such a thing should
occur, June and I draw the line when it comes to the worship of our Heavenly Father. He has already
“staged a protest” against being identified as God by identifying “who” God really is. It is out of our
respect for His revelation of “who” God is that June and I maintain that we do not in any way honor
Yahweh by referring to Him as “our God”!
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From the article “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” by Dale George and Silvio Soto, 1997, p. 32 (p. 58 of their revision
The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names, Feb. 2001).
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3. Whose “Intention” Really Matters, Anyway?
hen June and I critiqued the article “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” a gentleman named
George Gabler of Columbus, Ohio chipped in and provided some corroborating “color
commentary.” The insights of Mr. Gabler are thought-provoking to say the least, but more
importantly, they are challenging to anyone who even in the remotest sense believes that
referring to Yahweh as “our God” honors Him in any way. In the editorial that follows, Mr. Gabler
utilizes his unique, satirical assessment of Silvio Soto’s stated position to reveal the underlying
repercussions, as well as the inevitable compromise by those who are willing to accept “user definitions”
of an ancient name. Please allow us to incorporate Mr. Gabler’s insightful and relevant message into this
section:

W

Some Random Thoughts ...
by George Gabler
YAHWEH applies such titles as El, Shaddai, Elohim, Tsoor, Shalom, Rapha,
etc., to Himself because they DESCRIBE Him.... Where does YAHWEH describe
Himself as "God," or apply GOD as His name or His title?
YAHWEH never
applied GOD as His name or any of His titles.
GOD was an "acceptable"
Hebrew word, though, with a known meaning: to cut, divide, invade and
overcome.
How does this describe YAHWEH?
This seems to be more the
character of the angel of light, a.k.a. Satan, a.k.a. Zeus (Dios), Jupiter,
Mithras, Tammuz, Ra, etc., ... the one of many names ... and especially the
name GOD, the one who INVADED heaven, DIVIDING the angelic hosts ....
Where does YAHWEH give permission for anyone to apply the name GOD to
Him, either as a name or a title? Where does Scripture say that it's okay
to apply the names of pagan idols to YAHWEH (as long as it doesn't cover or
hide his name)??
If the Hebrew word pronounced "gawd" isn't being used,
then what is?
My opinion is ... You can take the name out of the evil ... but you
can't take the evil out of the name! A rose by any other name ... OR Satan
... remains what it is, regardless of what you think or say it is! Or can
we worship the angel of light because the Father also uses the term? And
if Satan uses the name GOD, how do you really know which one is being
addressed ... by attaching the Creator's name to the demon, or attaching
the demon to the Creator's name?
If USAGE is your criteria, then GOD stands as primarily a proper name,
and the name of a pagan mighty one specifically condemned by YAHWEH ...
also, the name of the mighty one of this world, Christianity being the
world's largest religion, and apparently the one responsible for the end
time deception prior to Messiah's return (Rev 12:9)! And the world refuses
to honor YAHWEH'S Name!
Perhaps NOT honoring His Name includes POLLUTING IT WITH SOMETHING ELSE!
SILVIO SAYS: <<The only logical answer I can see is that the INTENTION
of inspiration in applying the word 'baal' to Yahu`eh was not idolatrous.
In the same token, when I state that it is acceptable and honorable to
apply the word 'God' as an English title to Yahu`eh, I mean it because from
the above scenario involving 'baal' the INTENTION of the individual (within
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the context of acceptable linguistic usage) is the basis Yahu`eh uses in
order to accept or reject that invocation.>>
I REPLY: So, ... Is this reasoning as follows?: ... If YAHWEH allowed
the Hebrew term "baal" to be applied to Himself, then He must also allow
the Hebrew NAME "God" to be used?
-Is there an intentional shift from a generic common noun to a proper
noun? If this is so, then wouldn't worshipping Baal as a deity [just as GOD
is worshipped as a deity] be fine as long as it is intentionally done to
honor YAHWEH??
-But more importantly, where does YAHWEH apply GOD as a title or propose
it as a title for any future reference?
Whose INTENTION is important? According to Soto, it is <<the INTENTION
of the individual (within the context of acceptable linguistic usage.>>
What is the intention of THIS?:
Deut. 12:3 -- And ye shall overthrow their altars, and break
their pillars, and burn their groves with fire; and ye shall
hew down the graven images of their elohim, and destroy the
names of them out of that place.
If I were a worshipper of YAHWEH and I came into a country that was
worshipping GOD, let me see, what should I do? Should I accept the "user
defined" terms and "linguistic definitions" of their mighty one and apply
it to YAHWEH because their intentions are good and my children will have to
get along with theirs, ... or should I carry out the directive of Deut
12:3?
YAHWEH doesn't really "mean" get rid of the names, does He? I mean, HE
uses the terms also, except He doesn't call Himself a GOD, but
linguistically everyone else says it's okay, so maybe YAHWEH doesn't really
want me to get rid of that name, does He?
But we can't really do that because the linguistic principle is,
according to Soto, ... if a word used is linguistically generic rather than
a "name," then it is okay to retain as long as your intentions are good and
you are not trying to cover YAHWEH'S name ... or the principle is that it
is the INTENTION of the individual (within the context of acceptable
linguistic usage) ... rather than the actual word of YAHWEH ....
So this probably doesn't apply either:
"Thou shalt not bow down to their elohim, nor serve them, nor
do after their works: but thou shalt utterly overthrow them,
and quite break down their images." [Exodus 23:24]
"They shall not dwell in thy land, lest they make thee sin
against me: for if thou serve their elohim, it will surely be
a snare unto thee." [Exo 23:33]
"And thou shalt consume
Mighty One shall deliver
upon them: neither shalt
that will be a snare unto

all the people which YAHWEH your
thee; thine eye shall have no pity
thou serve their mighty ones; for
thee." [Deut. 7:16, cf. 7:3-4]
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"Take heed to thyself that thou be not snared by following
them, after that they be destroyed from before thee; and that
thou inquire not after their mighty ones, saying, How did
these nations serve their mighty ones? even so will I do
likewise." [Deut. 12:30]
Aw, that REALLY doesn't mean what it says, does it? They call their idol
GOD, but that's okay, because they really mean YAHWEH; besides, we have
exactly the same term which means to invade and overcome ... so let's use
GOD as a generic term in place of "elohim" because that seems to be how
everybody uses it linguistically, except that it isn't exactly generic
because they use "the LORD" more as a title, so GOD is really more of a
name, but it doesn't make any difference to YAHWEH because it is user
defined (and He knows my heart), and that's what He says in His word
because even though He condemns the worship of GOD He really doesn't mean
THIS GOD, and the meaning to attack and invade, divide, cut apart doesn't
really have any bearing on our honoring Him with this wonderful title!
"And when they entered unto the heathen, whither they went,
they profaned my holy name, when they said to them, These are
the people of YAHWEH, and are gone forth out of his land."
[Ezek 36:20, cf 21-27]
Well, since it's against the law to destroy others' property, it looks
like we will have to accept their linguistic usage because their intention
isn't evil.
I personally believe that YAHWEH and GOD are two separate entities. The
answers to the above questions are then obvious! My guess is that those who
cannot make a distinction between the two, thus seeing YAHWEH and GOD as
the same being, would be open to the inclusion of the name YAHWEH GOD.
"But I say, that the things which the Gentiles sacrifice,
they sacrifice to devils, and not to Elohim: and I would not
that ye should have fellowship with devils. Ye cannot drink
the cup of (the) Sovereign, and the cup of devils: ye cannot
be partakers of (the) Sovereign's table, and of the table of
devils. Do we provoke The Sovereign to jealousy? are we
stronger than He? All things are lawful for me, but all
things are not expedient: all things are lawful for me, but
all things edify not." [1 Corinthians 10:20-23]
So even IF the Hebrew "GOD" were technically okay (...earth is YAHWEH'S
and the fullness thereof), which it isn't, ... there would still be a
strong connection between their former idolatrous worship and new truth
(therefore they have a conscience toward it), which is not expedient, and
as such, ought to be completely avoided if for no other reason than for
61
conscience sake!

We extend our thanks to George Gabler for contributing the above response to Silvio Soto’s nebulous
linguistic decree and for allowing us to incorporate his “random thoughts” into our study.
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From a private e-mail commentary (“Re: Reply to Silvio’s ‘Part Two’”) that we received from George Gabler on 04/02/2001
at 11:57:27 AM CDT. His editorial was sent in response to a group e-mail authored by Silvio Soto on April 1, 2001 -- an email in which Soto promoted his “user defined” reasoning for why “God” should be considered an acceptable term to use in
reference to Yahweh. Although this was initially a private e-mail, we are quoting it here with Mr. Gabler’s permission.
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T

hose opposed to the position that June and I hold have to this point, so far as we can tell,
demonstrated a proclivity for going to great lengths to come up with anything they can use to
justify holding on to a name/title that can so easily be shown to have met the condemnation of
Yahweh, not to mention the fact that unbiased scholars are virtually unanimous in their conclusion
that this word was the name of a heathen idol during Jacob’s lifetime. The sheer negative attributes of
this word alone, as brought out in Yahweh’s Word, should be sufficient to cause His people go to great
lengths to avoid its use, and from our perspective even the most rudimentary examination into this name’s
origin makes it unthinkable that any Bible believer would consider employing such a term in reference to
our awesome Heavenly Father.
Nevertheless, as we researched this issue and engaged others in dialogue about their reasons for
referring to Yahweh as “God,” we found ourselves embroiled in a linguistic slugfest, the one party
opposed to referring to Yahweh with a title emanating from the name of a deity that He specifically
condemns, the other declaring that so long as a certain word is not frowned on by the culture in which we
live, it is a “fair game” candidate for being one of Yahweh’s titles. We have already successfully
demonstrated that Yahweh is never referred to as “God” ( )גדby anyone in Scripture, nor does He ever
refer to Himself as such. This, coupled with the fact that He does speak against this idol, not to mention
the unmistakable fact that God is indeed the very name of an idol, is a “surefire clue” that He is not well
pleased with this designation.
Despite all this, Mr. Soto found a key verse of Scripture wherein Yahweh is mentioned in connection
with the verb form of the Hebrew “God,” and this, he reasons, justifies his conclusion that Yahweh can be
honorably referred to as “God.” In their revised booklet, Soto and Dale George added a section pertaining
to the “intrinsic meaning” of the Hebrew word God, including its use as a verb. Shown below is an
excerpt from that booklet:
Immediately we can see the connection between the name Gad and the word
which the KJV renders as troop! According to Strong’s Analytical
Concordance, Gad (Strong’s #1410) is derived from guwd (#1464) which
means:
‘To crowd upon, i.e. attack:-invade, overcome.’

Strong’s also argues that guwd is linguistically ‘akin to 1413,’ that is, the word
Gadad, which is defined as:
‘To crowd; also to gash (as if by pressing into):-assemble (selves by troops), gather (selves
together, self in troops), cut selves.’

Therefore, we can easily determine the original meaning of the Hebrew word
Gad to be that of an assembling of force or might with a specific goal to
achieve, thus the rendering: troop.”62

As we begin our examination of the rhetoric and logic presented above by Mr. Soto and Mr. George in
their revised treatise, we feel obligated to point out that they seem bent on extrapolating every speck of
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From The Truth About Inspired Titles In The Light of The Sacred Names, by Dale George and Silvio Soto, 2001, p. 78.
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anything potentially resembling an exemplary quality in an otherwise unflattering Hebrew word, then
applying such as if it is a “primary” meaning of the word. This manner of selectively defining words,
known as selective exegesis, allows an individual to virtually make his or her own definition based upon
what they want the word to mean. For example, if I were to try to present the word “execute” in a
positive light, I might tell others that it really means “bring out the beauty” because “ex” is a Latin prefix
that means “out” or “out of,” and “cute” is another way of saying “beautiful.” What unbiased scholar
would accept such a definition of “execute”?
We once fellowshippped with a man who refused to use the word “sacred” in conversation or in
writing. He would from time to time declare, “That word ‘sacred’ means ‘Satan’s creed.’” In return, I
would joke, “And that word ‘message’ means ‘mess of the age.’ Now what was your message about?”
He knew I was referring to the sermon he had just preached and he wasn’t appreciative of my dissecting
etymological approach to the word “message”! This reckless method can only be employed when
predisposedly inclined to either find support or vilification of a certain word without exhibiting scholarly
evidence to back up the claim. Keeping this in mind, what unbiased scholar, upon reviewing the listed
meanings of guwd (crowd upon, attack, invade, overcome) from Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance would
proceed to combine those listed meanings with Strong’s listed meanings of gadad (to crowd, to gash, to
assemble by troops, gather in troops, cut selves), then upon reviewing these listed meanings, conclude,
“Therefore, the original meaning of this word is ‘the assembling of force or might’”? Indeed, as pointed
out by George Gabler in our previous section, the primary meanings seem to be more in line with
attacking, invading, gashing, and cutting oneself!
We offer a more complete review of Silvio Soto and Dale George’s discourse concerning the
etymology of God in Objection #8. For now, let us examine the verb form of the Hebrew word Gad to
see if a Scriptural reference to Yahweh with this form could legitimately be used to justify referring to
Him as “our God.” The verse cited by authors Soto and George as justification for referring to Him as
“God” is found in Habakkuk 3:16, displayed below:
16

¶ When I heard, my belly trembled; my lips quivered at the voice: rottenness
entered into my bones, and I trembled in myself, that I might rest in the day of
trouble: when He cometh up unto the people, He will invade [gûwd] them with
His troops.

As shown in the above verse, Yahweh “gûwds” (invades / attacks) His enemies. Soto and George
contend that since the verb form of the Hebrew God (gûwd) is employed in reference to Yahweh, this
“must” mean He doesn’t mind having the noun form of this same word (God) ALSO used in reference to
Him. Silvio Soto defends referring to Yahweh as “our God” by remarking that if the writer of Scripture
saw fit to use the verb form of Gad to make reference to Yahweh’s actions, then it must not be
dishonorable to use the noun form to refer to Yahweh as a title. Here is what he wrote:
Now, it seems to me that if a word is forbidden to be used as a title to Yahueh
on account of it being originally the name of a pagan deity, then it should
logically follow that the word cannot become acceptable unto Yahueh by
converting it from a noun into a verb! Regardless of what part of speech we
may classify the word, if the same originated as a pagan name of a deity,
making it a pronoun, an adverb, a verb, and adjective, etc., WILL NOT
CHANGE THE FACT THAT IT IS PAGAN!! For example: Are you willing
to accept the word Zeus applied to Yahueh as a verb or as an adjective, as long
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as it is not used as a noun (that is, a title)? Therefore, the fact that Gawd can
be applied to Yahueh as a description of His actions shows that the word can
be used of Yahueh. That is the point we made!63

Again, Soto’s point is this: June and I should not linguistically argue against God being a viable
descriptive noun title for Yahweh when Scripture employs the verb form of this word in reference to
Yahweh! In other words, if the one use is okay, then both uses must be okay! Mr. Soto follows up his
above commentary even more emphatically:
As I asked in an earlier post: Is it okay to apply a corrupted Hebrew word as a
VERB to describe Yahu`eh’s action just as long as we do not apply the same
corrupted Hebrew word as a TITLE (noun) unto him? Can anybody explain
this logic to me? Yet, this is in essence where Larry’s argument will logically
lead! Because Gawd in Habakkuk chapter 3 is used as a verb, Larry - although
still maintaining that it is a corrupted word - seems willing to accept it.
Somehow only corrupted Hebrew words in “noun” form can qualify to be
considered as a dishonor if applied to Yahu`eh. But, if they are applied to
Yahu`eh’s actions as adjectives, adverbs, or verbs, there seems to be no
argument against them. Strange logic! It appears to me that if the family of
Gad Hebrew words were so corrupted as to constitute a dishonor to apply Gad
to Yahu`eh as a title, it would have likewise been considered by inspiration a
dishonor to have applied the word in any other form to Yahu`eh. The fact that
inspiration does otherwise should be enough to prove Larry’s arguments as
unScriptural.64

Upon reading Silvio’s mini-editorial in support of referring to Yahweh as “our God” simply because
the verb form of Gad (gûwd) was employed in the book of Habakkuk, there is essentially only one
question that we need to answer in order to stop the argument. He asked, “Is it okay to apply a corrupted
Hebrew word as a VERB to describe Yahu`eh’s action just as long as we do not apply the same corrupted
Hebrew word as a TITLE (noun) unto him? Can anybody explain this logic to me?” We will now answer
his question.
The answer is, “Yes, there are instances when it is okay to apply a corrupted Hebrew word as a VERB
unto Yahweh to describe His actions, yet it is not okay to apply the same corrupted Hebrew word as a
TITLE (noun) unto Him.” We have TWO valid reasons for arriving at this conclusion:
1) SCRIPTURAL: The verb form gûwd is applied to Yahweh in Habakkuk 3, showing how Yahweh
“cuts off” the enemies of His people. The noun form God is never once applied to Yahweh in Scripture.
Thus, by applying Scriptural example, we can understand that we really have no business treading where
the believers of Old never dared to venture.
2) HUMAN EXAMPLE: To put this in human terms that all should be able to understand, please
allow us to give you an example of why it can be acceptable to employ a certain word in reference to a
person as a verb, but not as a noun (title). Consider the following sentence:
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From a group e-mail (entitled “Re: Larry’s Reply Re: GAD Etymology”) that Silvio Soto sent to 35 recipients on March 20,
2001 at 11:47:11 PM CST.
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From a group e-mail, entitled “Elder’s Soto Final Reply,” that Silvio Soto sent to 28 recipients on March 28, 2001 at
11:13:20 PM CST.
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“Jim forcefully jerked the door open.”
Given the verb “jerked” in the above sentence, shall we now conclude that it must be perfectly
honorable to apply that verb as a noun in reference to Jim? Would it be perfectly honorable to refer to
Jim as a “jerk”?
This same logic can be applied to other verbs, such as the verb “to creep.” If Jim was creeping
through his garden, does this make Jim a “creep”?
We hope this illustrates how utterly ridiculous it is to adopt the notion that just because Yahweh
“gûwded” Judah’s enemies (verb form), this should somehow be construed as meaning that we can
honorably refer to Him as “our GOD” (noun form). Just because a verb can be applied in reference to
someone without dishonoring him or her does not mean the noun form of that verb can be treated in the
same fashion.
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e previously referenced an individual opposed to our position who goes by the pseudonym
Shlomoh. Shlomoh offered another objection that is suitable for commentary in this section, as
it is based on the “user’s intention and concept” argument as presented above. In his argument,
Shlomoh described an oriental woman’s plight upon relocating to the United States –
discovering that her name, as pronounced in English, is considered to be a vulgar term! Here is what he
wrote:
My mother once worked with an oriental woman whose granddaughter had to
change her name when she came over to the USA. The reason was, when she
tried to transliterate her name into English characters it was spelled PHUC!
Does this mean that her parents were thoughtless to name their child a curse
word? Of course not.65

The woman described above was given a name that is considered a perfectly acceptable name and
word in her native tongue, yet this same word is considered vulgar and offensive in ours. Please note
what the woman did when she learned of the offensive nature of her name: She changed it! Why did she
change it? Was it not to accommodate the accepted protocols of our English-speaking culture? Could
this woman have insisted on retaining her given name, explaining that it is considered “perfectly
acceptable” in the culture from which she came? Yes, she certainly could have done so, but in order to
better fit in and otherwise adapt to our culture (and perhaps to avoid a lot of future embarrassment), she
decided to make the change.
And now, let’s transfer the above logic toward our worship of Yahweh. As much as we want to better
fit in with our society and as much as we want to please our fellow man, shouldn’t our ultimate goal be
that of “fitting in” with the culture as set up and established by Yahweh Himself, i.e., Yahweh’s culture?
Think about it! Is this not why we seek to follow in His path of righteousness as outlined and defined by
Him in His Word? Are we not all striving to conform to “Yahweh’s culture” as opposed to “man’s
culture”? It is true that we all seem to have different interpretations of exactly “how” to walk the straight
and narrow path He has laid out for us, yet hopefully we are nevertheless doing the best we can to please
Him in both word and deed.
Speaking of pleasing Him in “word,” should we not take into consideration the fact that Yahweh has
specifically spoken against an idol whose name is pronounced “God”? Just as the woman decided to
effect a name change upon recognizing the difficulty she would experience trying to fit into a culture
while retaining the name Phuc — what should we do, upon recognizing that the name/title we have been
employing in reference to Yahweh matches the name of a heathen idol He specifically singled out and
condemned? Knowing that Yahweh has specifically pin-pointed by name a heathen deity named God
and condemned those who worship it, should our response then be to refer to Him as our God? Yahweh
forbid! How can we sincerely seek to enter into “Yahweh’s culture” when we appropriate to Him a title
that matches the pronunciation of an idol whose worship He condemned?
Therefore, just as a lady named Phuc changed her name to accommodate the accepted protocols of our
culture, so we need to focus our attention on the “accepted protocols” of Yahweh. Lesson #1: It is not a
65

From an e-mail (entitled “Newsletter”) sent on January 15, 2001 at 11:22 PM (later forwarded to June and me), composed
by the same individual whom we previously identified by the pseudonym Shlomoh.
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good idea to take the name of an idol He condemns and apply that same name as one of His titles! As
already mentioned, it’s always best to “play it safe.”
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une and I were left to wonder, in light of the history of the word God, how it ever came to be
recognized as “an acceptable English translation” of the Hebrew title Elohim. I say we “were” left to
wonder because we believe we found the answer. During our group e-mail debate of March - April
2001, a gentleman and personal friend named Gary W. McDaniel presented his case in opposition to
referring to Yahweh as “our God.” As expressed in our preface, we appreciate the insights and moral
support that he and others have given to our cause, as it often turns out that a piece of insight presented
from a different angle will cause others to see and understand a concept that was previously indiscernible.
Mr. McDaniel expressed agitation over the likelihood that the translators of the King James Version (et
al) may have deliberately covered up the name God in Isaiah 65:11. Here is what he wrote:
No wonder the translators of the King James Version and subsequent versions
after it did not bother to translate Isaiah 65:11 correctly. They would have
had, out of necessity, to then go back to Genesis 1:1 and start anew and
remove ‘God’ from the text. Satan is so sly indeed, but praise be to Yahweh,
his deceitful ways are being unearthed one by one.66

What Mr. McDaniel brings up in the above commentary is the widely unrecognized fact concerning
the blatant mistranslation of God in Isaiah 65:11. Had the translators responsibly translated this verse,
they would not have “translated” God as “that troop,” but would have transliterated it as God! Three
names were left buried and obscured in that one verse. Of chief concern is the fact that our Heavenly
Father’s name was covered up and rendered “the LORD.” This in itself is bad enough, but the next name
the translators covered up represents the name of an idol whose worship was clearly condemned by
Yahweh: GOD.
In order to present this information on a more personal level, please consider how would you like it if
you found out the name you’ve been calling the Creator in actual fact represents the name that originally
belonged to an idol, or more specifically, a demon? Would that make you feel comfortable about the way
in which you worship Him? Would that enhance your worship of Him? As for June and me, we would
not be comfortable knowing this truth. We can’t imagine that the translators of the King James Version
were especially pleased in being confronted with this truth, either, yet it would certainly be a lot easier to
cover up that name than to go back to the beginning and start initiating a change of such massive
proportions!
Consider, though, the impact the translators might have had on history and the “cultural acceptance”
of the word God IF they had done things differently. Our ancestors, whose lifetimes were spent calling
upon God, just might have done a “double-take” IF, during the course of a Bible study, they came across
Isaiah 65:11 with all the names found in that verse left completely intact: “But ye are they that forsake
YAHWEH, that forget My holy mountain, that prepare a table for GOD....” What if the translators had
correctly translated this one verse of Scripture? Who can discern the impact this might have had on our
ancestors, who, unfortunately, didn’t know any better because the translators didn’t give them a chance to
know any better? What might our society have been like today had this grave translation error never
occurred? Would God still be the popular name for the Creator that it is today? Would it have become
the acceptable title that it is today?
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Excerpt from a group e-mail (entitled “‘The Scriptures’ and Gad/God”) that Gary W. McDaniel sent to 34 recipients on
March 16, 2001 at 12:46 PM CST.
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Think about it. Let’s suppose that long ago, as the translators busily worked on completing their task
of translating Scripture from Hebrew to English, one of them stumbled across the idols mentioned in
Isaiah 65:11. Upon transliterating the Hebrew names, they would have certainly discerned the
pronunciation match between the “deity of fortune” and the name/title they were accustomed to
employing in reference to the Creator. The question looming in our minds is, “What if those translators
would have been completely stunned and shocked to learn that they were actually referring to the Creator
with a name/title that matched the name of an idol whose worship was specifically condemned by
Yahweh? And what if, out of their bewilderment over this discovery, they took the matter directly to
King James himself? And what if King James, after the manner of King Josiah, tore his clothes in
consternation over what his forefathers had taught him about this term? And what if, as a result of this
discovery and realization, King James ordered the translators to remove the word God from their
translation, except where it literally appears as a proper noun in the Hebrew text? What if the word God
was henceforth treated only as the proper noun identifying the seventh son of Jacob, a prophet, and a
heathen idol? What if King James and the translators he employed came to regard God as not only an
unacceptable name for the Creator, but also an unacceptable title for Him? What if subsequent
generations were taught that, in light of Scriptural usage, God is simply not an acceptable term to use in
reference to the Creator? What if God thus came to be considered a “culturally unacceptable” title for
Yahweh? Would June and I have had any need to write this study?
Yes, there were a lot of “what ifs” in the above paragraph, but every single one of them is deserving of
consideration. In light of the sordid history and nebulous etymology surrounding the word God, it should
not be regarded as unusual that translators would be concerned as to “how and why” we find ourselves
referring to Yahweh with a word that is phonetically identical to the name reserved for a detestable
heathen idol. History can be shaped by the whims of single, powerful individuals or even small, but
influential groups. History has dictated that the heathen name of the Canaanite deity of fortune remains
cloaked from the general populace. If only a “few good men” in times past would have taken a stand and
spoken out against this cover-up before the King James Version “went to press,” who knows what might
have happened? Who knows how history might have been affected, and how the “cultural acceptance” of
the term God might have been reversed? Who knows?
As C.J. Koster proposed in his work Come Out of Her, My People, “Once again, we are strongly
suspicious of the rulers of darkness or the Prince of Darkness, having succeeded, once again, in hiding yet
another work of darkness.”67
Or, as Gary McDaniel more optimistically concluded, “Satan is so sly indeed, but praise be to
Yahweh, his deceitful ways are being unearthed one by one.” Until the adversary’s deceitful ways are
completely unearthed, we must accept the fact that the majority of this world’s believers have been
“dumbed down” from the truth about our Creator’s name to the sobering fact that they think they are
calling on Him when, in fact, they are calling on the name of the idol of fortune. While it is wonderful
that Yahwists understand this truth, it is regrettable that many are nevertheless persuaded that the word
pronounced Gawd serves as a “perfectly acceptable” title for Yahweh.
George Gabler illustrates the confusion brought about by covering up Yahweh’s name, and how God,
even though considered to be a title by those who seriously check it out, is widely regarded as the
Creator’s name:
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Here’s an experiment I’m trying locally. I placed a “personal” asking this
question:
“I was asked what is the name of the Creator, is it LORD, or is it GOD, or is it
something else, or does it make any difference. What is your view?”
I’ve only received one response so far, but here is the answer I received:
“The answer to your question in my opinion, it’s one in the same, we call the
Lord, Lord our God, or Lord and Master.”
Larry, I believe that this is pretty much a normal answer. So how can anyone
with this level of knowledge comprehend these linguistic arguments or
understand the subtlety of difference between Hebrew and English, or that
there are two distinct entities involved? No only can’t they comprehend, they
don’t really care to make any distinction! It’s a “so what?” approach to
religion.68

I regard the dilemma presented above by George Gabler to be a vivid illustration of the “blurring”
effect that has been successfully perpetrated upon this world. Many believers simply do not know the
Creator’s name, but if they do, they regard the name Yahweh as more of a novelty than the name He wants
His people to call upon. In the eyes of many sincere, yet misled, believers, “God” and “LORD” are not
only acceptable names for the Creator of the universe, but they also pass as culturally acceptable titles. I
can only think back to the previous question asked above: “What if King James and the translators he
employed came to regard God as not only an unacceptable name for the Creator, but also an unacceptable
title for Him?”
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From a private e-mail that George Gabler sent me on 05/04/2001 at 6:00:50 AM CST.
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he above commentary contained a lot of “what ifs” in our hypothetical pondering of what our
society’s perception of the word God might be if historical events would have transpired
differently. Sometimes, in an effort to cause his audience to consider an alternate view, the
debater creates a hypothetical situation or “potential scenario.” For those who remain unconvinced
of our position regarding the title God, we hope the “potential scenario” that we are about to present will
at least allow you to consider our position from a different perspective.

T

Authors George and Soto make an excellent point on page 32 of their treatise “The Truth Regarding
Inspired Titles.” We’re quoting the entire two-sentence paragraph for your review:
What makes a word ‘clean’ or ‘unclean’ is NOT the mere existence of the
word itself, but the THEOLOGICAL CONCEPT intended by the individual
speaking. The Bible CONDEMNS the CONCEPT of IDOLATRY, but it does
NOT do so on a LINGUISTIC BASIS!69

Okay, that second sentence doesn’t really make any sense – it appears as though Dale George and
Silvio Soto are stating that, yes, the Bible condemns the concept of idolatry, but you can still call on the
names of idols (isn’t that a part of “linguistics”70?). Surely they’re not lending their support for
linguistically calling on the names of idols, are they? Let’s focus on their first sentence because it makes
a lot more sense than their second one.
As stated in their first sentence, I agree that the existence of a word does not, in and of itself, make the
word “unclean.” However, if we apply the “theological concept” introduced above by Dale George and
Silvio Soto, we bring the discussion to a higher level. If the “theological concept” is connected to
anything other than the pure worship of Yahweh, then we have a problem. As we all know, letters are
written symbols to phonetically guide us in pronouncing and reading words. When we put certain letters
together to form certain words, people become offended. By joining other letters to form other words,
people are flattered! For example, when we put the following letters together and sound out the
pronunciation, people are offended: D-U-M-M-Y. However, by joining letters to spell out words such as
K-I-N-D or G-E-N-T-L-E, we tend to flatter people.
To better convey the possible ramifications of “theological concept,” we’ve decided to incorporate
another potential scenario. What if, say, we were to run across a culture in which everyone worshipped
the Creator by His true name, Yahweh, but spoke a language that is completely foreign to us? And what
if these people, in referring to Him as their “Almighty,” employed a word pronounced “nerd”? How
would you feel if you overheard one of their constituents utter the phrase, “Hachbah Yahweh roo nerd!”,
knowing that in English they were saying, “Praise Yahweh our Almighty!”, yet applying their word
“nerd” as the equivalent of our word “Almighty”? How would you feel about them referring to Yahweh
as “our nerd”? Despite how WE might feel about referring to Yahweh in such a way, the fact would
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From the article “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” 1997, by Dale George and Silvio Soto, p. 32. The same quote (with
a slight alteration) is found on page 58 of their revision entitled The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred
Names, published in February 2001.
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“Linguistics,” as defined by New Webster’s Dictionary of the English Language, by the Delair Publishing Company, Inc.,
1984, is: “The science dealing with the origin, structure, history, regional variations, and phonetic attributes of language.”
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remain that to this hypothetical culture the word pronounced “nerd” translates in a very noble way as the
word “Almighty.”
This in effect validates the point made by authors Dale George and Silvio Soto, in that “what makes a
word ‘clean’ or ‘unclean’ is NOT the mere existence of the word itself, but the THEOLOGICAL
CONCEPT intended by the individual speaking.” Thus, if it could be shown that the aforementioned
culture respectfully referred to Yahweh as a “nerd,” and the word “nerd” is not traceable to pagan
worship, then the word is in essence “pure.” For any English-speaking worshipper, however, it goes
without saying that any reference to Yahweh as being “our nerd” would constitute an insult to Him, as
English-speakers understand a “nerd” as being a derogatory appellative.
In the above scenario, worshippers are innocently referring to the Creator Yahweh with a title that
would come across as offensive in our culture, but one which is honorable in theirs. The fact that
pronouncing a word that is so offensive to us might be considered honorable to another culture does not
justify our referring to Yahweh as a “nerd,” yet does it vilify the foreign culture for doing the same thing?
While our “theological concept” of the word “nerd” makes it unthinkable for us to refer to Yahweh in
such a way, the “theological concept” of the word “nerd” to that foreign culture validates its use by them,
thus proving Dale George and Silvio Soto’s assertion that “what makes a word ‘clean’ or ‘unclean’ is
NOT the mere existence of the word itself, but the THEOLOGICAL CONCEPT intended by the
individual speaking.”
With this in mind, however, let us briefly consider this point so aptly made by the authors of that
treatise. Is the name/title “God” in and of itself an unsuitable term? They claim that it is not, despite
acknowledging it as matching the name of a false Canaanite deity condemned by Yahweh (IsaYah 65:11)
-- the idol whose name is pronounced “God.”
Let's try another hypothetical situation: Let's suppose that all your life you had been somehow
shielded from the fact that the name of the devil is “Satan.” You had referred to him as “Lucifer” and
“the devil,” but you had NEVER heard anyone refer to him as “Satan.” In fact, in all the Bible
translations you had read, every time you came to a specific Bible passage wherein he is referred to as
“Satan” in the original Hebrew text, your translation rendered the name as “Lucifer” instead.
With this background information in mind, let us now suppose that the name you had been taught as
belonging to the Creator is “Satan.” All your life you had been accustomed to attending worship services
wherein people were lifting their voices in song and in adoration, shouting, “Praise Satan!” In fact, you
yourself were accustomed to praying to and praising the name “Satan.”
Of course, however, the day finally came when someone approached you and tactfully informed you
that “Satan” is in truth the name of the devil and NOT the name of the Creator. Stunned by this remark,
you naturally asked for proof. Your informant then produced a Strong's Concordance and a HebrewEnglish Old Testament Interlinear Bible. To your utter amazement and shock, you discovered that every
time the adversary is referred to by name in Scripture, he is called Satan. The translators, you now
discover to your stunned surprise, cloaked the true name of the Creator in favor of the name that in fact
belongs to the devil! As for the name of the Creator, you learn for the first time in your life that His real
name is actually pronounced “Yahweh.”
But wait! There's more! With this revelation reshaping your mind and your thought processes, you
proceed to eliminate the name “Satan” from your vocabulary, except to acknowledge that it is the name of
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the adversary. Sadly, everyone around you seems unable to either accept or grasp this truth, as your
friends, relatives and neighbors all continue to joyfully attend the Church of Satan, believing that when
they pray to Satan they are praying to the Creator of the Universe. You and your new-found circle of
believers, however, know this to be far from true, for you now recognize the extent of the deception so
tenaciously perpetrated upon the inhabitants of this world.
But wait! There's more! From within this circle of believers to which you now cling in fellowship
emerges a man who advises you that, while it is true that “Satan” is not a proper name for the Creator, it
is nevertheless a viable TITLE for Him. Besides, he insists, etymologists believe the English
pronunciation “satan” and the Hebrew pronunciation “saw-tawn” are in fact totally unrelated words. Not
only this, but the fact that satan can also mean “resist” [שׂטַּן
ָ , #7853 in Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance]
shows that it can be applied to Yahweh, for Yahweh is Who we turn to when we need the strength to
resist the temptation to sin. He is, as this man insists, “our Resistance” from evil -- “our Satan”! Thus, he
reasons, this title can be properly and honorably applied to the Creator. He concludes by insisting that
those who prefer to refer to Yahweh as their Satan are completely justified in so doing; in fact, this man
encourages you to do the same. What should you do?
Are there enough similarities in the above “potential scenario” to allow you to at least catch a glimpse
of what the authors of “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles” are suggesting we do with the name/title
God? "God" was/is the name of the Canaanite deity of fortune. This alone should cause bells and alarms
to go off in our minds and red flags to start waving in our faces. The pronunciation of this name/title,
furthermore, was never once employed as a title for the Almighty by those inspired to write the Hebrew
text of what we call “Scripture.” More bells and alarms should be sounding, red flags waving like crazy!
Now that we know and understand the truth about the title God, let us return to our potential,
hypothetical situation, only this time we can substitute the name/title “God” in place of “Satan” (along
with a few minor variations). We have been taught that the name of our Creator is “God,” and we have
attended Churches of God where we have shouted, “Praise God!” We have since learned, to our
amazement, that “God” is in fact NOT the name of the Creator, but the name of the Canaanite deity of
fortune. Discovering that His name is Yahweh had a sobering effect on us, and we determined to call
upon that name henceforth. Nevertheless, many of us had to sadly accept the fact that our friends,
neighbors and relatives do not share our zeal for Yahweh's name. Instead, they continue to joyfully
worship in their churches of God, praising our Creator by referring to Him with the name/title “God.”
Now, however, we are approached by men claiming to be servants of Yahweh who maintain that, while it
is true that “God” is not a proper name for the Creator, there is nothing inherently wrong with applying it
as a title for Him. In fact, they reason, no etymologist can be produced to prove the contention that the
English name/title “God” is connected with the name of the Canaanite deity of fortune. Therefore, they
conclude, those who prefer to refer to Yahweh as their God are completely justified in so doing; in fact,
these men encourage us to do the same. What should we do?
Robert Young, the author of the previously-referenced article “Is It Right to Call Yahweh Our God?”,
answered the above question in a private e-mail:
Now, then, in answer to your question, “What should you do?” That is,
what should I do when I find the conditions you mention. I should at once
cease using the term “Satan” in reference to Yahweh, and warn all others
about the matter. No question about it whatsoever.
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However, I do not believe the analogy you give is a good analogy. The
reason I say this is because to my knowledge the term Ha Satan is never used
in any good or neutral sense in the Bible. If the term “g-d” was equivalent to
Ha Satan, i.e., the name given to the arch enemy of Yahweh and of all good,
then, I have no doubt whatsoever that Yahweh would not let it be used as the
name of a tribe of Israel, a prophet of Israel, and, especially as a gate in the
Holy City, the New Y’rushalaim. I know that you have dealt with the
objection that “g-d” must be all right to use since it is going to be used as the
name of a gate in that city, but that is not the same as saying the term Satan or
its equivalent could be used in such a manner also.71

Summarizing Robert’s perspective, he does not see that God and Satan can be viewed on the same
level, primarily because of the fact that (a) one of Jacob’s sons was given that name, (b) a prophet of
Yahweh was given that name and (c) it will appear on one of the gates of the New Jerusalem. With
regard to (a), Robert had, by this time, already read our arguments pertaining to the fact that Leah was
raised in a heathen environment, not to mention the fact that Jacob tolerated idol worship within his own
household. We thoroughly address, not only Leah’s upbringing, but also Jacob’s toleration of idol
worship, in Objection #4. Obviously, those facts did not impact Robert’s impression of the name
Gad/God. As for (b), we really haven’t spent any time addressing the fact that a prophet of the Almighty
was named Gad/God; however, the same principle as found in our answer to (a) applies. Just because a
parent names his or her child after a heathen idol does not mean the child will be a heathen idol
worshipper, nor does it mean that the name given to the child “must be” intrinsically pure.
Of course, the fact that the name Gad/God will be inscribed on one of the gates of the New Jerusalem
is one of the major arguments put forth by proponents of the title God. Although we provide a detailed
response to this argument in Objection #5 of our study, for now we will briefly state that Gad/God will be
found written on that gate, not as a title, but as a name. It will be the name of a man, not the name of the
Creator, and regardless of which man’s name one might select as a culturally-redefined title for the
Almighty, it will fall so far short of His great majesty that it shouldn’t even be considered as a part of this
discussion. We should also bear in mind the fact that there is no Scriptural precedent of anyone ever
referring to Yahweh as “God.”
All in all, the fact that Mr. Young did not like our analogy illustrates the fact that he does not see the
association between an idol (Gad/God) and the adversary (Satan). We need only remind him of the verse
from I Corinthians chapter 10 that we quoted back in Objection #2:
19

¶ What do I imply, then? That food offered to idols is anything, or that an
idol is anything?
20
No, I imply that what pagans sacrifice, they offer to demons and not to
Yahweh! (NRSV)

According to the Apostle Paul, that which we call an “idol” isn’t really an “idol,” but a demon! The
fact that Yahweh identifies Gad/God in this way should be of more concern to us than whether or not a
man was given that name at birth or whether or not that name will be found inscribed on one of the gates
of the New Jerusalem.
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From a personal e-mail (entitled “Re: My answer to the Gad/God Issue”) that we received from Bob Young, dated 02/20/02
at 12:52:07 AM CST.
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Since Robert does not like our “Satan” analogy, we can presume that others will also reject its logic.
For those who feel we went overboard that explanation, might we suggest an alternative potential
scenario? Let’s try one with the believer named Hermes (Romans 16:14). Clearly, Hermes was named
after the Greek “messenger” idol, yet all indications from the New Testament point to his having been
regarded as a brother in the faith. Shall we use this noble portrayal of a man who was named after a
heathen idol to have that same name culturally redefined as a “perfectly acceptable” title for Yahweh?
Robert Young makes it clear where he draws the line. If a righteous believer is named after a heathen
idol, this is a “green light” to culturally redefine that name as an acceptable title for Yahweh. Otherwise –
if it is only the name of an idol, it should not be considered “acceptable.” Notice, for example, Robert’s
explanation for why we should reject Zeus as a title for Yahweh:
Surely, it could never [be acceptable] to say “Yahweh is Zeus” (may He even
pardon my mere writing of the words). Why? Because “Zeus” is the name of
a pagan god, nothing else. So it would be with the term g-d in Hebrew if it
could be shown that this was only the name of a pagan god and nothing else.
But the facts show otherwise..72

Since Zeus is the name of a heathen idol – and nothing else – it would be abominable to even think of
culturally redefining that name as a title for Yahweh. However, in the apparent line of reasoning offered
by Mr. Young, if a prominent believer had been given the name Zeus at birth, the “abomination” turns
into “acceptable.”
Should we point out that, according to Greek mythology, one of Zeus’ sons was Apollo? As it turns
out, a believer mentioned in the New Testament was named after Apollo. This believer’s name is Apollos,
who is described in a very righteous manner in the New Testament writings.73 Thus, it would appear that
Apollos passes Robert Young’s “acceptable cultural redefinition” test, meaning that there would be
nothing wrong with referring to Yahweh as “our Apollos.” How ironic that an idol – whose name Robert
asked Yahweh to pardon his “mere writing of the words” – had a son (also worshipped as an idol) whose
name Robert would approve of culturally redefining as an acceptable title for Yahweh.
As we consider the above, let us now return to the point made by Mr. George and Mr. Soto on page 32
of their treatise. In accordance with their claim, we agree that what makes a word “clean” or “unclean” is
NOT the mere existence of the word itself, but the “THEOLOGICAL CONCEPT” intended by the
individual speaking. While we agree with this point, we must add to it an item that needs to be factored
into the equation. When the “individual speaking” learns that the word he has been using all his life
traces back to having been the name of a pagan deity long before men chose to apply it to our Heavenly
Father, what should this do to his “theological concept”? Shouldn’t it shake it up quite a bit? Shouldn’t
his “theological concept” of the word God be totally rearranged to the point that he dumps it altogether?
Just as the lady named Phuc changed her name out of respect for the new culture in which she had chosen
to live, how much more respect should we demonstrate for “Yahweh’s culture”?
Consider also the dangers of adopting the view that words can only be determined as “clean” or
“unclean” based upon the “theological concept” of the individual speaking the words. Doesn’t this
72

From a personal e-mail (entitled “Message”) that Robert Young sent us on 05/07/01 at 10:11:35 PM CST. The quote is
actually an excerpt from an e-mail that Robert originally sent to Frank Brown, but later forwarded to us.
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Cf., Acts 18:24, 19:1, I Cor. 1:12, 3:4-6, 22, 4:6, 16:12 and Titus 3:13.
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reasoning open the door for us to admit that “anything goes”? The concept of “clean” versus “unclean”
words becomes user defined, not culture defined and certainly not “Yahweh defined”!
As George Gabler wrote, “It should be pointed out that their basic argument is that the use of language
is user defined. This presents a problem in interpreting the Scriptures because it undermines
YAHWEH’S original intent. If the user, or present day terminology, has redefined any portion of the
language, in this case the name ‘God,’ the original intent is obscured or lost.”74 And what is the original
intent of the word “God”? In fact, what is the original intent of verses such as Exodus 23:13, wherein we
are commanded not to speak the names of heathen deities? Not only do people speak such names, they
apply one as a title for Yahweh! We address the commandment to not mention the names of idols later
(see Objection #10). For now, however, let us turn our attention to Objection #4.
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From a personal e-mail (entitled “Re: Yahweh’s Inspired Titles”) that we received from George Gabler, dated 09/21/00 at
9:52:11 AM CST.
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Objection #4: If “God” is Such a Bad Title,
Then Why did Leah Give That Name to Jacob’s Son?
1. Religion in Laban’s Household
lthough we are listing this as the fourth objection in this series of “answers to objections,” the
question asked in the above title usually serves as the first reproach we hear from those who
object to the position we take on this issue. Those who support use of the title God for the
Creator of the universe are often quick to justify it as not being entirely bad, as it is, after all, the
name given to one of Yahweh’s prophets, not to mention one of the twelve tribes of Israel. Furthermore,
some bring forth the contention that “God” was the name of one of Jacob’s sons before it was contrived
as the name of the deity of fortune. We could debate long hours over whether or not this was truly an
honorable name to give one of Jacob’s sons, but for those seeking the “facts of the matter,” here are some
things to consider:

A

 Regardless of whether or not “God” was the name of a son of Jacob prior to its being known as the
name of a false deity, the fact remains that it was indeed the name of a false deity long before the
mind of man contrived it as an acceptable name/title for the Creator of the universe. Unlike the
titles “baal,” “adonai,” and “elohim,” the title “God” does not originate with the worship of
Yahweh. It was never a title ascribed to Him by those inspired to write what we recognize as the
original Hebrew Scriptures. In fact, as we are about to see, both ancient Hebrew scholars and
post-Messianic Jews regarded this name as that of a demon.
 Leah, who gave Zilpah’s son the name “God,” was herself born and raised in the very pagan
household of Laban, who himself worshipped many idols (Gen. 31:19, 30). In giving Zilpah’s
son his name, Leah uttered the Hebrew equivalent of “Good fortune!” (cf. Gen. 30:11, NIV,
NRSV). Could it be that she was raised believing in God, the deity of fortune, in addition to many
other such idols? Yes, this is possible, and the fact that Israelites returning to the Promised Land
discovered a Canaanite city named “Baal-God” (Lord God) at the foot of Mount Hermon (Josh.
11:17) demonstrates that a deity by this name was indeed worshipped well before the Israelites’
return from Egypt, and very likely well before the days of Abraham. The reference works we
have consulted in our research support this premise.75
75

The reference works we consulted agree that the deity God (rendered Gad in English translations) was most likely
worshipped in Canaan prior to the birth of Zilpah’s son. From The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge,
Volume IV, Funk and Wagnalls Company, New York, 1908, p. 418, we read the following regarding the origin of the
Canaanite deity Gad: “The origin of the god Gad is in doubt. It is possible that he arose as the personification of the abstract
concept of good fortune, though it must be said that this process is not usual in the Semitic sphere. None of the Old Testament
passages which bear on the question are very early, unless the view of the critical school be correct which inclines to the belief
that the tribe of Gad, like that of Asher, took its name from the god. The newer explanation of the composite origin of the
Hebrew nation as including clans absorbed by conquest, tradition recording this fact by assigning to the clans so absorbed a
humbler origin as the descendants of concubines, would make for an early origin of the deity. But these conclusions are by no
means universally accepted, and the worship, even the existence, of Gad in strictly Canaanitic provenance earlier than the Exile
rests on the two place names Baal-gad and Migdal-gad (ut. sup.).” According to A Dictionary of the Bible, Volume II, edited
by James Hastings, M.A., D.D., Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York, 1899, p. 76, “A trace of the Syr. worship of Gad is
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According to The Jewish Encyclopedia, “‘Gad’ is perhaps found also in Gen. xxx. 11, where the ketib
reading means ‘by the help of Gad!’ the exclamation of Leah at the birth of Zilpah’s son. Indeed, it is
quite possible that this narrative arises from a tradition connecting the tribal eponym with the Deity
Himself. How wide-spread the cult of Gad, or Fortune, was in the old Canaanitish times may be inferred
from the names ‘Baal-gad,’ a city at the foot of Mount Hermon, and ‘Migdal-gad,’ in the territory of
Judah.”76 According to A Dictionary of the Bible, the word Gad (pronounced gawd) “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....”77 The New Schaff-Herzog
Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge includes the following pertinent information regarding this
Canaanite idol:
Gad-melek, ‘Gad is king,’ is an inscription on a stone found in Jerusalem,
possibly due to Canaanitic influence. In Arabic the proper name Abd al-Gadd
is found, certainly a deity’s name (Wellhausen, Heidentum, p. 146). Isaac of
Antioch (Opera, ed. Bickell, ii. 210, Giessen, 1877) reports that tables were
prepared on the roofs by his countrymen for Gadda or (pl.) Gadde, and he
mentions a ‘demon’ Gadlat as belonging to the city of Beth-hur. Jacob of
Sarug speaks of a female goddess of Haran named Gadlat, while by the plural
gadde he means demons. It is noteworthy that both of these references fall in
with what is shown by comparative religion as happening within the Semitic
sphere; (1) the development of a shadowy consort corresponding in name to
the male deity, and (2) in a subsequent stage of development or under another
religion the degradation of both deities to the rank of demons. Post-Christian
Jews, especially the rabbis, used the name as that of a demon. Temples of Gad
were known in Syria, and Buxtorf cites a passage which speaks of an image of
Gad. Jacob of Sarug says that ‘on the summit of the mountains they now build
monasteries instead of beit-gadde’ (i.e., temples to Jupiter and Venus, who
were identified with the deities of good luck). In late times Gad appears to
have been so popular that his name acquired the sense of ‘genius, godhead.’78

Thus, although the deity of fortune Gad (pronounced gawd in Hebrew) isn’t (necessarily) mentioned
by name until Isaiah 65:11, this does not mean that it was not worshipped by Laban and his household,
and it is thus quite likely that Leah chose to employ this idol’s name as the name for Zilpah’s son in
regarded as being indicated by the exclamation of Leah when Zilpah, her maid, bore Jacob a son (Gn 30 11).” This same
reference adds that Gad was “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....” Finally, this reference gives the following
conclusion: “Further testimony to the worship of Gad in Canaan is to be found in the place-names Baal-gad (Jos. 1117 127 135),
where Baal was worshipped as god of fortune, and Migdal-gad (Jos 1537), ‘the tower of Gad.’ The Hebrews also were so
accustomed to regard the worship of Gad as a natural thing, that the words addressed by Esau to Isaac his father, ‘let my father
arise’ (Gen 2731), are explained in Bereshith Rabba, p. 65, as an invocation to Gada or fortune.”
Finally, in the work Old Testament Commentaries: Isaiah XV to Ezekiel XXIV by Keil and Delitzsch, Associated
Publishers and Authors, Inc., Grand Rapids, MI, 1970, p. 479, we read, “There can be no doubt, therefore, that Gad, the god of
good fortune, more especially if the name of the place Baal-Gad is to be explained in the same way as Baal-hammân, is Baal
(Bel) as the god of good fortune.”
76
From The Jewish Encyclopedia, Volume V, Isidore Singer, Ph.D., Projector and Managing Editor, Funk and Wagnalls
Company, New York and London, 1910, p. 544. Note: On this same page we read, “The suggestion has been made that the
name of the tribe is derived from Gad, the god of luck.”
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From A Dictionary of the Bible, Volume II, edited by James Hastings, M.A., D.D., Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York,
1899, p. 76.
78
From The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, Volume IV, Funk and Wagnalls Company, New York,
1908, p. 418.
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consequence to her having been reared in a heathen household. It is noteworthy that the above reference
mentions a goddess named Gadlat, who coincidentally was worshipped in Haran, which just happens to
be Laban’s “home town”!79 Also interesting is the fact that in the early stages of what is known as the
“New Testament era,” post-Messianic Jews used Gad as the name of a demon. Today, however, we are
expected by some to regard a word bearing this same pronunciation (God) as being “a perfectly
acceptable English translation” of the Hebrew title Elohim!? In view of where the pronunciation of this
word originated, and where this word has been, we have no desire to join that crowd.
Let’s suppose, though, that despite all the evidence to the contrary, this name was noble from its
inception. The fact would still remain that it later became corrupted before anyone so much as dreamed
of using it in reference to Yahweh. Would we thus honor Yahweh by referring to Him with a title that
squares with the name of one of the tribes of Israel, yet was later attributed to a false deity whose worship
is directly and specifically condemned by Him? If we must refer to Him with a title that matches the
name of one of the twelve tribes of Israel, why not choose one with a more blessed history and meaning,
such as “Simeon,” which means “One Who hears”? Or how about “Yahweh our Issachar” (reward)? Of
course, there is a reason for why the title “God” was chosen out of all the names of the other twelve tribes:
It just so happens that this name/title dovetails with the name/title employed by nearly all the Englishspeaking world, Christianity and Judaism alike. It offers Yahwists better public relations with both
Christians and Jews, and consequently brings in more people.80 As much as we should all want more
people joining our ranks, we must reiterate what we mentioned earlier: We earnestly desire for ALL to
come to the Messiah, but not at the expense of truth, and it certainly does seem to be “reaching” to
determine that an appropriate title for Yahweh should come from the name of one of the twelve tribes of
Israel, regardless of how noble that name might be! Why narrow it down to the name of one of the twelve
tribes? Why not choose another “noble name” to employ in reference to Yahweh, such as “Yahweh our
Abraham” or “Yahweh our Dawid”? The sheer absurdity of this logic serves to further underscore the
real reason that many Yahwists have accepted “God” as a legitimate title for Yahweh: It is a compromise
that will appeal to more believers who are simply not willing to completely come out of Babylon. If there
is a better reason for specifically singling out this one name out of all the other possibilities, we have yet
to hear it from our opponents!
Despite what we have thus far shown to be true, some will grasp at what we believe are some
unorthodox attempts to justify their desire to refer to Yahweh as their “God.” One man wrote, “I do not
feel the argument that the word God is referring to the idol of fortune is based upon good etymological
reasoning. One of the tribes of Israel was named Gawd or God long before the reference you refer to in
the Prophets (Is. 65:11). I do not hear any rebuke coming from the word of Yahueh for Leah naming her
son this name.”81
Answering this man’s claim will serve to adequately summarize what we have covered in this section:
1) Leah was certainly raised in a heathen household, where her father worshipped many idols. Was one
of those idols named God? Well, please consider the following: If Leah’s son was not named after the
79

Other references validate the fact that the deity Gad (pronounced gawd) was worshipped in Haran, the home town of Laban.
According to The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, Abingdon Press, New York and Nashville, item “Gad (Deity),” p. 335,
“The nature of the deity is clear from an Aramaic-Greek bilingual inscription from Palmyra, where he is identified with τύχη,
‘Fortune.’ His cult was particularly popular in the Hauran.”
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We make this claim despite protests to the contrary by our opponents, who attempt to draw a parallel between their position
and that of the Jehovah’s Witnesses. Please refer to our section entitled “Calling Yahweh ‘our God’: What is the Motivation?”
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From a group e-mail (entitled “Re: Regarding Change – I’m Sorry, Darrell”) sent to 27 recipients on 07/16/2000 at 7:38:42
AM by the gentleman whom we have previously identified by the pseudonym Dauid ben Yacov.

God’s Identity – According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars

74

Religion in Laban’s Household

heathen deity God, then exactly when did people begin to worship this deity? Some folks may hold the
opinion that the deity God’s name was derived directly from the tribe of Israel named God or even from
the son of Jacob himself. This is most unlikely in view of the fact that the man named God, along with
Jacob’s other sons, moved to Egypt during his lifetime to be with Joseph and escape the great famine.
Certainly during the years leading up to his relocation to Egypt, the man named God did nothing
spectacular or “heroic” that would have led any of the surrounding people to name a deity after him!
Nevertheless, when the children of Israel returned to the Promised Land from Egypt, they stumbled across
a city already named Baal-God (Lord God)! Therefore, if we seriously consider all the available
information regarding the actual origin of the word God, one would have to conclude that it originated
either in Canaan or in Aram. Indeed, this would seem to be the case based on the information found in
The New Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew Lexicon, where we are informed that this deity’s name
is often found in Phoenician and Aramaic inscriptions.82 Apparently, the word God is indeed a word that
was borrowed from one of those two cultures and subsequently incorporated into the Hebrew language.
2) Regarding the man’s comment from above about Leah not receiving any rebuke from Yahweh for
naming her son God, it was apparently a culturally accepted practice for women to name their children,
and never is there a record of any rebuke for any of the names selected, although certain names were
indeed changed for various reasons. Perhaps a classic example of a believer whose name was never
changed, even though he was clearly named after the Roman deity Apollo, was the man named Apollos,
of whom we read in certain New Testament passages (Acts 18:24-19:1, I Cor. 3:5-6, etc.). Thus we see
that there is no evidence linking any Biblical personages to reproval for having named their offspring after
a heathen deity, nor is there record of any special attempt to change anyone’s name upon conversion.83
Does this apparent freedom to name offspring any name one so chooses imply that we can take similar
liberties with regard to the name or title we reserve for Yahweh? Furthermore, as already mentioned (and
it bears repeating), is there any Scriptural implication that we can pick and choose the name of any
Biblical character, then appropriately render that name as a “translation” of the Hebrew title elohim?
Finally, if this were truly a practice acceptable in the eyes of Yahweh, why would anyone want to “settle”
for a name as tainted as the name God? Isn’t it interesting that, of the individuals who mention a
preference for the title god because it happens to be the name of one of Jacob’s sons, none of them
selected any of the other twelve tribes in their quest for an appropriate title for Yahweh? We again ask,
“Why aren’t there folks out there calling upon ‘Yahweh our Dan’ or ‘Yahweh our Zebulun’?” As stated
earlier, we know why and so do they. Only the tribe that goes by the pronunciation “gawd” has a name
whose pronunciation squares perfectly with the name/title by which the majority of English-speaking
peoples today refer to the Creator, and by referring to Yahweh as “our God,” this will bring about more
acceptance and consequently, more converts. The fact that “God” also just happens to be the name of a
false Canaanite deity seems to be just a minor blip on their radar screens. It is amazing what impact the
art of compromise has on bringing in converts, all under the guise of, “It can’t be wrong if Yahweh didn’t
smite Jacob for allowing one of his sons to have that name!”
Finally, as we conclude this section, we feel it is necessary to point out that scholars recognize not
one, but two of the twelve tribes whose namesakes were named after heathen deities. We have, of course,
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From The New Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew Lexicon, by Francis Brown, D.D., D.Litt., 1979, Hendrickson
Publishers, Peabody, Massachusetts, page 151b, word #1408, 1409.
83
Some may point out that various individuals’ names were changed in order to avoid pronouncing the name of the deity after
which they were named, e.g., Ish-Bosheth (lit. “man of shame”), whose given name was Ishbaal (lit. “man of Baal”). Please
see our section entitled “Changing Names: What Was the Purpose?”
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already mentioned God. The other tribe is Asher, named after the deity Ashar. Note the following as
found in The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge:
The origin of the god Gad is in doubt. It is possible that he arose as the
personification of the abstract concept of good fortune, though it must be said
that this process is not usual in the Semitic sphere. None of the Old Testament
passages which bear on the question are very early, unless the view of the
critical school be correct which inclines to the belief that the tribe of Gad, like
that of Asher, took its name from the god.84

Corroborating evidence that the name Asher was derived from the name of a heathen idol is found in
the Mercer Dictionary of the Bible, where we read:
Son of Jacob by Zilpah (Gen. 30:12-13), but named by Leah, ‘for the
daughters will call me blessed.’ The name ‘Ashar’ is known as an Old
Akkadian and Amorite name in ancient Mesopotamia, where it is the name of
a god.85

Finally, according to The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Leah may well have borrowed Asher’s name from
the male counterpart of the goddess Asherah.86
What makes the naming of Asher so relevant to our study is not so
much the fact that he was likely named after a heathen idol; instead our
focus here lies on the one who gave him his name. Notice who
conferred the name Asher to Jacob’s eighth son: Leah! The same one
who named God! Just a coincidence? Furthermore, if indeed Asher is
derived from the name of a heathen idol, then what would have
prevented Leah from naming Gad after a heathen deity as well?
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From The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, Volume IV, Funk and Wagnalls Company, New York,
1908, p. 418.
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From the Mercer Dictionary of the Bible, Watson E. Mills, General Editor, Mercer University Press, Macon, Georgia, 1997,
p. 68.
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From The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Volume 1, David Noel Freedman, Editor-in-Chief, Doubleday, New York, N.Y., 1992,
p. 482.
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2. If Jacob changed Ben-oni’s name to Benjamin,
Why Didn’t He Change Gad’s Name, Too?
n what we consider a “spin-off” of the argument regarding the name Leah chose for Zilpah’s son, one
of the authors of “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” Silvio Soto, presented another case in support
of the “clean origin” of the Hebrew word God. Mr. Soto’s case centers around his belief that Jacob,
as Yahweh’s chosen, would not have knowingly allowed his son to have been named after a heathen
deity, thus indicating, according to Soto, that there really wasn’t a deity named God during Jacob’s
lifetime. Furthermore, Mr. Soto pointed out several verses of Scripture indicative of Leah’s devotion
towards Yahweh, which he feels serves to validate his premise that she had no “heathen motivation” in
naming Jacob’s seventh son after a pagan idol. Does Mr. Soto have a valid point? Let’s investigate
further!

I

Let us begin by supplying a quotation from Mr. Soto in which he not only exonerates Leah from any
“heathen motivation” in giving Jacob’s seventh son the name God, but also paints an image of a pious
man named Jacob who most certainly would not have allowed his son to have been given a name with a
known connection to a heathen idol. Note what he says:
In all fairness, if Leah was alive today and learned of the charge that her
naming Gad was the result of heathen motivation, she would certainly point
out to all the above instances which clearly demonstrate her devotion towards
Yahu`eh in the naming of her other children. Furthermore, she would
probably refer us to Gen. 35:16-18, where it is recorded that the dying Rachel
named her last son Benoni, but Jacob CHANGED IT TO BENJAMIN. In
other words, if Leah’s motivation for naming Jacob’s seventh son as ‘Gad’ had
been pagan, Jacob would have certainly recognized it and would have most
likely changed Gad’s name. The fact Jacob did not speaks volumes! When
all is said and done, there is plenty of Scriptural evidence to regard Leah as a
true believer, but there is none to substantiate questioning her commitment to
Yahu`eh. Any argument to the contrary not only ignores the evidence at hand,
but serves to malign an innocent woman.87

In evaluating the veracity of Mr. Soto’s remarks, there are a few items we need to consider. First of
all, despite what might be regarded as honorable qualities exhibited by Leah in Yahweh’s Word, it cannot
be denied that, as already pointed out in this study, she was indeed raised in a heathen household and
therefore subject to the influence of her upbringing. What we need to keep in mind first and foremost is
the fact that during the days of the patriarchs it was the husband whose influence and authority superseded
that of his wife. With this in mind, we know that Leah was subject to Jacob’s authority even though she
obviously hailed from a heathen background. The question is, did Jacob’s authority interfere with Leah’s
heathen upbringing? As we are about to see, the answer is no.
In considering the case for Jacob and Leah, please understand that neither June nor I are attempting to
malign Leah’s character on account of her heathen upbringing, for we maintain that all of us carry around
a certain amount of “Babylonian baggage” that is difficult to root out of our lives due to its having been
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Excerpt from a group e-mail (entitled “Elder’s Soto Final Reply”), sent by Silvio Soto to 28 recipients on 03/29/2001 at
11:39:34 PM CST.
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so indelibly etched in our minds from our youth. Leah was no different! Nevertheless, she exhibited love
and faithfulness both towards Yahweh and her husband, and Yahweh rewarded her for her faithfulness.
A question we would pose, though, upon considering all of the above, is, “Does this mean that Leah
was any more devoted to Yahweh than Jacob was?” The answer is no, it does not, and as we will read
later, Leah certainly had her share of human weaknesses, including actions that can be perceived as
demonstrating a lack of trust in Yahweh. Based upon these factors, including the environment in which
she was raised, there is really nothing that leads us to believe Leah would have had any qualms about
naming her son after a deity named God. The question is, was there a deity named ‘God’ who was
worshipped in the area inhabited by Leah’s father? The answer is yes. Was this deity worshipped prior to
the birth of Zilpah’s son? All available evidence points toward the answer being yes. Could Leah’s years
of upbringing have left her with a favorable impression of the deity of good fortune (God) to the point that
she never really even considered the future implications of giving Zilpah’s son this name? We can see
how this very well may have happened! Again, just as all of us have our share of “Babylonian baggage”
still clinging to us, it is altogether possible that Leah did, too.
What about the fact that Jacob changed Benjamin’s name from the name he was originally given by
his mother Rachel, i.e., Benoni? The name Benoni means “son of my sorrow.” As pointed out by Mr.
Soto, Rachel gave her son this name as she was dying, which explains the sorrow. Jacob later changed
the name to Benjamin, which means “son of the right hand.” Question: Did Jacob change this child’s
name due to any heathen influence attributed to the first name he was given? No, he did not. Why did he
change it, then? We are left to speculate. Might it be because Jacob did not want his son to grow up with
a name that would serve as a perpetual reminder of Rachel’s death? We believe this is a possibility
worthy of consideration. We thus do not see any cause for seeking a parallel between Jacob’s motivation
to change Benoni to Benjamin and his not changing Gad’s name to something else. The one instance has
no bearing whatsoever on the other!
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I

t is worth noting that there is record of numerous name changes in Scripture, yet in only a few of the
recorded instances is there any mention of the exact intent behind the change, and it is never due to a
prior heathen influence. Many scholars and commentators add their own particular insights, yet none
can say for certain exactly why a certain Bible character is suddenly referred to by a different name, or
even a name with a certain “twist” to it. We have already mentioned Benoni (lit. “son of my sorrow”), so
named by Rachel shortly before her death, and how Jacob changed his name to Benjamin (lit. “son of the
right hand”), apparently out of the desire to remove the sorrow of his wife’s passing and focus instead on
the joy of having been blessed with another son. (We will discuss the significance of “the right hand”
later on in our study).
We say “apparently” in the above paragraph hesitantly, though, for we must acknowledge the great
conjecture that exists with regard to Bible personages who were given alternate names. For example,
according to The International Bible Commentary, “The mention of the ill-omened name Benoni (Gen.
35:18), ‘son of my sorrow,’ rather suggests that it was not forgotten, and was perhaps used in some circles
in preference to Benjamin.”88 Thus, it may be premature to conclude that Rachel’s second son only went
by the name Benjamin, despite the fact that the name Benoni only appears once in all of Scripture. Note
that Scripture does not record Jacob changing Benoni’s name to Benjamin -- instead he simply called him
Benjamin -- an alternate name.
Some will inevitably point out that various individuals’ names were changed in order to avoid
pronouncing the name of the deity after which they were named, e.g., Ish-Bosheth (lit. “man of shame”),
whose given name was Eshbaal (lit. “man of Baal”). According to The New Unger’s Bible Dictionary,
this name change shows “the abhorrence with which heathen idols were held.”89 Ish-Bosheth, of course,
was a son of King Saul. Saul had a grandson named Meribbaal (lit. “quarreller of Baal”) who is referred
to as Mephibosheth (lit. “dispeller of shame”) in II Samuel. Still another example is Gideon, whose
surname was Jerubbaal (lit. “Baal will contend”), the name given him after having pulled down the altar
of Baal (Judges 6). During this time period there was apparently no cultural or theocratic mandate
enjoining parents to not name their children after heathen deities. However, by the time of the Israelite
monarchy, as in the case of Ish-Bosheth, Gideon’s surname was changed from Jerubbaal to Jerubbesheth
(“shame will contend”). Again, according to Unger’s, “This epithet of Gideon (2 Sam. 11:21) was given
to avoid pronouncing the name of the false god Baal.”90
In The NIV Study Bible’s study note regarding the text of II Samuel 2:8 (where we first encounter the
name Ish-Bosheth), we read the following observation:
The name was originally Ish- (or Esh-) Baal (I Ch. 8:33) but was changed by
the author of Samuel to Ish-Bosheth, meaning ‘man of the shameful thing.’
Evidently Baal (meaning ‘lord’ or ‘master’) was at this time still used to refer
to the Lord. Later this was discontinued because of confusion with the
Canaanite god Baal, and the author of Samuel reflects the later sensitivity.”91
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From The International Bible Commentary, F. F. Bruce, General Editor, 1986, Marshall Pickering/Zondervan Publishers,
page 138.
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From The New Unger’s Bible Dictionary, by Merrill F. Unger, 1988, Moody Press, Chicago, IL, item “Ish-Bosheth,” p. 631.
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The individual who penned the above note in The NIV Study Bible tends to agree with Unger’s
assertion that the change from Esh-Baal to Ish-Bosheth was implemented to avoid association with the
idol Baal, whose worship was by now widespread throughout the land. Still another reference, The
Wycliffe Bible Commentary, has this to say about the name Ish-Bosheth:
10. Ish-bosheth was originally Ishbaal. Hebrew names were often
compounded with ba’al, the title of the Canaanite god of fertility. Since the
word was peculiarly associated with the low standards of Canaanite sex
morality and baseness in worship, this practice was later discontinued. Later
editors substituted bosheth, ‘shame,’ for ba’al. Another view of the meaning
of Ishbaal is that it comes from the Ugaritic it-ba’al and means ‘Baal lives.’92

Our opponents might well ask, “If they changed Jerubbaal’s name to avoid pronouncing the name of a
heathen deity, then why didn’t they do anything about the tribe whose namesake is pronounced gawd?”
Thus, our critics might well conclude that God must not have been considered the name of a heathen
deity, at least not during Jacob’s lifetime, thereby adding weight to their contention that Leah did not
name Zilpah’s son after the deity of fortune. After all, they might reason, if God was the name of a
heathen idol and there was a stigma against naming children after heathen idols, then Leah would not
have done such a thing. Might there be, however, some elements missing from their equation? Yes.
Hopefully, we all know better than to just take a scholarly reference’s “word for it” when it comes to
reaching conclusions pertaining to various controversial issues. As it turns out, although some references
contend that names such as Ish-Bosheth represent name changes incorporated to avoid pronouncing the
name of the heathen idol Baal, other references provide another perspective worthy of consideration.
These references are not so quick to attribute these “apparent” name changes to any cultural avoidance of
referring to Israelites by names that are also identified with heathen deities. Please keep in mind that
nowhere is there a mandate or otherwise record of anyone changing a name due to an original heathen
connotation. For example, we are offered no Scriptural explanation as to why Ish-Baal became IshBosheth. Certainly if it was changed out of concern of its heathen association, we would expect the
author to have stated as much. Instead, there is silence. According to the New Bible Dictionary, there is a
strong case for believing that Ish-Bosheth was simply considered an alternate name (as opposed to a
replacement) for Esh-Baal. We read as follows:
ISHBOSHETH. The name (2 Sa. 2-4) is commonly thought to have been
Eshbaal originally, altered by scribes who wrote bošet (‘shame’) instead of the
apparently pagan divine name *Baal. In 1 Ch. 8:33; 9:39 the form Eshbaal is
written. Recently a strong case has been argued against this view, bošet being
understood as a divine attribute, ‘pride, strength’. Ishbosheth and Eshbaal
would be alternative names for one man (so, too, Mephibosheth and
Meribbaal; see M. Tsevat, HUCA 46, 1975, pp. 71-87).93

This point is even more strongly emphasized and explained in the Mercer Dictionary of the Bible:
During the early period of the Hebrew settlement in CANAAN and
continuing into the time of the monarchy, many names in Israel were
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compounded with BAAL. It is possible that, at least for some, this name may
have been used merely as another name for Yahweh, since it means “Lord.”
On the other hand, it may have indicated a deep involvement with the worship
of the Canaanite Baals (Baalim). In either instance, its usage indicates a
strong Canaanite influence upon ISRAEL.
Until recently, most interpreters assumed that later prophetic or
deuteronomistic influence upon Israel caused a scribal change of the name
from Eshbaal (“Man of Baal”) to Ishbosheth (“Man of Shame”). This
supposedly reflected a belief that it was a shame for any Hebrew to have been
so involved with the Baal worship to have a name compounded with Baal.
In recent discoveries, however, other cognate languages have revealed a
linguistic root indicating that bosheth may have derived from a root referring
to the genitals, to sexual potency, and ultimately to pride. In Hebrew, it later
came to mean “shame,” apparently because of its sexual connotations. It is
possible that as it was used in the name Ishbosheth it may have carried a
reference to sexuality and thus was a parallel to Baal, the god of the Canaanite
fertility cult. In this case, Ishbosheth and Eshbaal may have been almost
synonymous. At the present state of linguistic knowledge, it is impossible to
state with certainty what precise connotation of the name was intended by the
biblical author.94

As we ponder and reflect on the information we are given by Yahweh in His Word, combined with the
results of scholarly research, we can hopefully see and understand that, indeed, mankind was allowed to
indiscriminately name his offspring however he so chose without fear of societal (or theocratic)
repercussions. Even today parents openly and without fear of reprisal give their children such names as
Diana (Roman goddess) and Helen (daughter of Zeus in Greek mythology). What we need to consider as
we pursue the topic at hand is, “Does the fact that we can name our children whatever we want
demonstrate in any way that we can appropriate such names as titles for Yahweh?” As we have already
explored the origin of the name/title God, including the fact that Yahweh Himself specifically singled out
and condemned the worship of this idol, the answer to the above question should by now be obvious. The
answer is, “No.”
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From the Mercer Dictionary of the Bible, Watson E. Mills, General Editor, Mercer University Press, Macon, Georgia, 1997,
item “Ishbosheth,” p. 416.

God’s Identity – According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars

4. The Righteousness of Jacob

D

uring our group e-mail exchange with Silvio Soto, co-author of the treatise entitled The Truth
About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names, I mentioned at one point that June and I
named our daughter Colista, a name we would not have selected for her if we had it to do over
again, as we have since learned that the name Colista is essentially derived from the goddess
Callisto (actually Callisto was considered a nymph). Seizing this opportunity, Mr. Soto reminded me of
my words, mentioning that knowing what we know now, we would not have chosen the name we selected
for our daughter. Tying this in with Jacob, Mr. Soto drew this analogy: If Jacob knew there was an idol
named God who was worshipped in that region, he most certainly would not have allowed Leah to have
given this name to his son! In the case of June and me, we simply didn’t know any better. Soto’s point,
then, is that Jacob, a faithful servant of Yahweh would have known better! Therefore, his allowing Leah
to name his son God proves that there in fact was not an idol by that name during this particular time
period. Let’s take a look at Mr. Soto’s commentary on this:
Larry presents us with a fine illustration of what I meant with my argument
regarding Jacob’s acceptance of Leah naming his seventh son as ‘Gad.’ Larry
admits that he named his daughter with a name which is a spin-off of the name
of an idol. However, IF HE HAD TO DO IT AGAIN, HE WOULD NOT
NAME HIS DAUGHTER Colista. Why? Because of ‘what he knows’! Now,
if ‘Gad’ was not an acceptable original clean Hebrew word, would not Jacob
have known this? Should we suppose that Jacob’s zeal to honor Yahu`eh was
any less than Larry’s? If Larry would not KNOWINGLY name a child of his
today with a pagan idolatrous name, why should we believe that Jacob would
have done any less? By the time his seventh son was born unto Jacob, had he
not lived long enough among the people of Haran and Laban’s household so as
to be able to know and recognize if ‘Gad’ was the name of a local false deity?
Wouldn’t Jacob have been able to recognize if the righteous Leah was simply
being the victim of a ‘favorable impression’ she had from her up-bringing
regarding the name ‘Gad’ and was not considering the implications of her
actions? If we are fair and unbiased, I maintain that it is more logical to
speculate that Leah used an acceptable clean Hebrew word to name Jacob’s
son, which Yahu`eh and Jacob recognized, than it is to argue that Leah was
availing herself to a non-Hebrew paganized word. Judging from the Genesis
account and given Leah’s excellent reputation as a true and faithful believer in
Yahu`eh, this is in fact the best conclusion.95

As we have already established, the point Mr. Soto attempted to make in the above quotation is this:
June and I named our daughter “Colista” because at the time of her birth we “didn’t know any better.”
Jacob, on the other hand, would have “known better” at the birth of his seventh son than to give him the
name of a heathen idol, or so Mr. Soto claims. This is, after all, what we have all been “programmed” to
think, but let’s take a closer look at the father of Gad!
Before we do, though, please allow me to digress just a bit in order to pose a hypothetical question: If
I told you I have decided that if Yahweh causes certain conditions to come to pass, then I will worship
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Him, what type of assessment would you make concerning my faith in Yahweh? How strong would you
consider my faith to be? Please choose from one of the following:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

VERY STRONG
STRONG
SOMEWHAT STRONG
 NOT VERY STRONG AT ALL
 WEAK

Now that you have made your selection, please “hold that thought” and bear with us, as we will
explain our reason for inserting this mini-poll a little later!
Although many of us have been led to believe that Jacob was one of the most righteous men of all
time, and even though his name appears in the “faith chapter” of Hebrews chapter 11, there are aspects of
his life that warrant our concerns as to whether or not he would have allowed his sons to have been given
the names of heathen deities. In other words, although we’re not trying to place ourselves on a higher
level than Jacob, there are certain characteristics that, as brought out in Scripture, reflect a man not wholly
devoted to Yahweh by any means! Although we do not mean to call into question Jacob’s zeal for
honoring Yahweh, nevertheless some of his actions give us cause to question the level of the zeal he had,
at least prior to his departure from Haran. For us to make this type of remark may immediately disturb
some folks, but if you can bear with us on this one, we believe you will see our point.
To begin with, no one can deny the fact that Jacob did indeed deceive (trick) his father Isaac into
giving him the blessing of the firstborn instead of his brother Esau (cf. Genesis 27). According to The
New Unger’s Bible Dictionary, “Jacob impersonated Esau and added direct falsehood to the fraud.”96
Adam Clarke, in his Commentary on the Holy Bible, offers the following assessment of Jacob’s actions:
Here are many palpable falsehoods, and such as should neither be imitated nor
excused.97

The most disparaging remark that we came across regarding Jacob’s deceitful act is found in The
Wycliffe Bible Commentary, where we read the following:
18-29. And Jacob said ... I am Esau thy firstborn. Coached by his mother,
Jacob came before his old father with deception and lies. He even declared
that Jehovah had helped him make his preparations with speed. After lying to
his father, he planted a false kiss upon the old man’s upturned face.98

The deceit of Jacob and the consequences thus put into motion are fittingly summarized by The
International Bible Commentary:
Jacob’s deceit was perhaps less blameworthy than his mother’s, but he
compounded a direct lie (v. 19) with the near-blasphemous double entente (v.
20), GNB ‘The LORD your God helped me to find it’. It may be noted that
96

From The New Unger’s Bible Dictionary, by Merrill F. Unger, 1988, Moody Press, Chicago, IL, item “Jacob,” p. 644.
From Adam Clarke’s Commentary on the Bible, Abridged by Ralph Earle, Beacon Hill Press of Kansas City, Kansas City,
MO, 1985, (originally published in 1826), commentary on Gen. 27:19, p. 56.
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97

God’s Identity – According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars

The Righteousness of Jacob

83

although the blessing was assured for his descendants, both he and Rebekah
earned their own punishment, in an exile which lasted not the short WHILE
(lit. ‘some days’, v. 44) Rebekah expected, but many long years -- mother and
son never met again.99

Prior to Jacob’s deceitful wresting of the birthright from his brother, we know the prophecy
concerning “the older shall serve the younger” and that the birthright would be reckoned through Jacob
instead of Esau. Whether Jacob was ever informed of this prophecy prior to his deceitful act, we are
never told. Nevertheless, we do know that Esau did indeed sell his birthright to Jacob for lentil stew (cf.
Gen. 25:29-34). The question arises as to why didn’t Jacob subsequently confront his father with this
important bit of news? Why wait until the arrival of a day wherein he would have to procure that
birthright by deception when it was already his by virtue of a sworn verbal agreement between the two
brothers? Does it speak well of Jacob’s faith that he had to “force” the prophecy’s fulfillment instead of
waiting on Yahweh’s time schedule? How well does it speak of Jacob’s faith and zeal to resort to
deception in order to obtain what he wanted?
But there is more. Other areas of Jacob’s life should cause one to wonder just exactly how strong his
zeal for serving and pleasing Yahweh was. Commentators freely remark on Jacob’s deceptive nature,
such as in his dealings with his father-in-law Laban, who was also a deceiver! Note a further comment
from The International Bible Commentary pertaining to Jacob’s departure from Laban:
Using deception to the last, Jacob seized an opportunity to leave (31:17 ff.); he
went in flight (22) and the sequel quickly demonstrated that Laban might well
have obstructed a more dignified departure.100

As noted earlier, The Wycliffe Bible Commentary offers the harshest criticism of Jacob’s deceitful
nature. The commentator continues to upbraid Jacob’s approach in serving Yahweh and leading his
family. The following observations are presented in response to Rachel’s theft of her father’s idols, as
recorded in chapter 31 of the book of Genesis:
17-21. Jacob set his flocks, herds, children, and possessions in readiness for
the long journey, and waited until Laban had gone away for a sheepshearing
festival. Meanwhile Rachel made sure Jacob’s claim to a good share of the
birthright by taking the images or terapîm (cf. Latin penates), actually
‘household gods,’ highly prized by Laban. Nuzu tablets from the fifteenth
century B.C. indicate that possession of the terapîm marked a man as the chief
heir. Evidently Rachel had not learned to trust in Jehovah to provide for her
needs. Jacob had failed to teach his family to trust and worship God with all
their hearts.101

As pointed out by the above commentary, Jacob failed to teach his family to trust in Yahweh for their
needs. How well does this speak of his faith? But there is more.
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From The International Bible Commentary, F. F. Bruce, General Editor, 1986, Marshall Pickering/Zondervan Publishers,
page 133.
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Ibid, p. 135.
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From The Wycliffe Bible Commentary, edited by Charles F. Pfeifer (Old Testament) and Everett F. Harrison (New
Testament), The Southwestern Company, Nashville, TN, 1968, p. 34.
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Prior to Jacob’s actual relocation to Haran ... prior to his marriage to Laban’s daughters ... Jacob
exhibited what is perhaps the most blatant manifestation of his own lack of trust in Yahweh. At best
Jacob demonstrated that his heart was not fully devoted to serving Yahweh, and at worst he exhibited the
“I’ll worship Thee if Thou doest this first” mentality. In Genesis 28 we read of Jacob’s dream at Beth`el,
which one might say was Jacob’s first direct encounter with Yahweh. Before leaving that place, Jacob
vowed the following conditional vow:
20

¶ And IF the Almighty will be with me, and will keep me in this way that I
go, and will give me bread to eat, and raiment to put on,
21
So that I come again to my father’s house in peace; THEN shall Yahweh be
my Almighty. (Genesis 28:20-21)

Based on the conditional nature of Jacob’s vow as expressed above, we are now poised to ask the
following question: Was Yahweh Jacob’s Almighty at the time of this experience? Obviously not, or
else Jacob would not have used the words “if” and “then shall.” This vow has been the subject of some
debate among scholars; Jewish rabbis, not wishing to acknowledge any unfaithfulness on Jacob’s part, do
not attribute this conditional vow as indicating a lack of faith. According to The Chumash, for example,
“The ‘if’ does not imply doubt that God would keep His word. Rather, Jacob feared that he might sin and
forfeit his right to God’s protection (Ramban).”102
Other scholars differ, and in view of the already-evident subsequent failures in his life to teach his
family to trust in Yahweh, the wording as expressed in Genesis 28:20-21 is, in our opinion, sufficient to
convey a lack of faith on the part of Jacob. Quoting again from The International Bible Commentary,
“Jacob in turn now made his covenant with God; for his part, he shows his character in the way he
bargains (28:20 ff.), ....”103
According to the NIV Study Bible’s study note, Jacob’s vow was indeed a conditional vow:
For the first time Jacob considered (conditionally: ‘If...’) acknowledging the
God of Abraham and Isaac (see v. 13; 27:20) as his own. His full
acknowledgment came only after his safe return from Haran (see 33:20 and
note).104

As pointed out by the above reference, the conditions of Jacob’s vow were not met until Jacob had
departed from Laban twenty years later and returned to Beth`el! Thus, until Jacob’s return from Haran,
one can indeed wonder, especially based on Jacob’s prior deceptions, how serious, dedicated, and
zealous he was for Yahweh. Would such a man have protested Leah’s choice of God as the name for his
son, even though it was the name of the deity of fortune? Again, we are not trying to imply that we are
any more faithful than Jacob, yet when one examines the clearly deceptive characteristics exhibited by
this man, coupled with his conditional vow to serve Yahweh, he can see that Jacob was definitely not
quite all that some have him “cracked up to be,” at least not at that particular point in his life.
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From The Chumash: The Stone Edition, by Rabbi Nosson Scherman, Mesorah Publications, Ltd., Brooklyn, NY, 1997,
rabbinic commentary on Genesis 28:20, p. 147.
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From The International Bible Commentary, F. F. Bruce, General Editor, 1986, Marshall Pickering/Zondervan Publishers,
page 133.
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From The NIV Study Bible, Kenneth Barker, General Editor, Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, MI, 1985, pp. 4849.
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Now that we have examined the lifestyle practiced by Jacob both prior to his move to Haran and
leading up to his return to Canaan, we are in position to respond to the “mini-poll” that June and I
presented at the beginning of this section. Would you rate Jacob’s faith as being “very strong,” “strong,”
“somewhat strong,” “not very strong at all,” or “weak”? Upon evaluating his conditional vow to Yahweh
as mentioned above, plus factoring in his deceitful practices and failure to train his family to put their sole
trust in Yahweh, our conclusion is that, at best, his faith was “not very strong at all.” Of a truth, if anyone
in today’s society were to step forward and make such a conditional vow, such a person would most
certainly be dismissed as an unfaithful heathen. Men of great faith do not bargain with Yahweh, naming
the conditions under which they will worship Him! True believers do not hedge their faith on whether or
not Yahweh “comes through” for them on an “as needed” basis. True believers manifest an unwavering
faith that not only fully rests in Yahweh’s ability to deliver them, but they also exhibit a faith that remains
steadfast even if Yahweh does not deliver them!
We all look up to men and women who exhibit an unwavering faith, harboring no doubts whatsoever
in their minds that Yahweh is in total control, and that no matter what, Yahweh will be their Elohim. We
look for men of faith like Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-nego, who boldly told Nebuchadnezzar, “If we
are thrown into the blazing furnace, the Mighty One we serve is able to save us from it, and He will
rescue us from your hand, O king. BUT EVEN IF HE DOES NOT, we want you to know, O king, that
we will not serve YOUR mighty ones or worship the image of gold you have set up.” [Daniel 3:17-18,
NIV]
Regardless of how we may all look up to Jacob, we don’t think anyone is going to ever accuse him of
being as bold, determined and FAITHFUL as Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-nego were! Jacob definitely
had some “kinks” in his faith that needed to be worked out -- kinks that may well have included a
tolerance for some heathen customs and mannerisms practiced by the two women he married. Thus, even
though Jacob may very well have known about the existence of a deity named God, it should not greatly
surprise us that he didn’t criticize Leah for giving that same name to his seventh son.
One final note in our portrayal of Jacob’s faith: Jacob knew full well that his household had in their
possession foreign idols even after their return to Canaan from Haran! It wasn’t until he and his
household were told by Yahweh to settle in Beth`el that he issued the command to “put them away”:
¶ So Jacob said to his household and to all who were with him, ‘Put away
the foreign gods that are among you, and purify yourselves, and change your
clothes;
3
then come, let us go to Bethel, that I may make an altar there to the Almighty
who answered me in the day of my distress and has been with me wherever I
have gone.’
4
So they gave to Jacob all the foreign gods that they had, and the rings that
were in their ears; and Jacob hid them under the oak that was near Shechem.
(Genesis 35:2-4, NRSV)
2

If anyone has been seeking for evidence that Jacob had, to that point, been tolerating a heathen
household, the search can stop with the above passage of Scripture. Note how The Wycliffe Bible
Commentary unabashedly treats Jacob in its summary of this passage:
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2-7. Immediately and obediently, Jacob made ready to journey to Bethel.
First, he called on his semipagan family to purify themselves (v. 2), to put
away all terapîm and visible representations of foreign gods.105

Matthew Henry, in his Commentary on the Whole Bible, understood that there was a definite “faith
problem” in Jacob’s household:
Strange gods in Jacob’s family! Strange things indeed! Could such a family,
that was taught the good knowledge of the Lord, admit them? In those
families where there is a face of religion, and an altar to God, yet many times
there is much amiss, and more strange gods than one would suspect.106

Perhaps, following this incident, Jacob devoted his life to worshipping and serving Yahweh.
Beforehand, however, is a matter of question and concern. Would a man who tolerated foreign idols
among the members of his household allow his son to be named after a known heathen idol? The answer
is yes, he would, and yes, he did. Unbiased scholars who compiled such reference works as A Dictionary
of the Bible and The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, as already discussed,
believe the Scriptural indications are strong that Leah named Jacob’s seventh son after the heathen idol
Gad, whose name is more accurately transliterated God. The scholars who compiled these references had
no “axe to grind” with regard to this issue. They most likely couldn’t care less either way; in fact, they
would most likely have preferred knowing and believing that the available evidence supports a later
development of a deity named God instead of Jacob’s son being named after this deity. We say this
because the authors of these references, despite pointing out the evidence that Jacob’s seventh son was
named after the heathen deity God, nevertheless are quite content with the notion of referring to Yahweh
as God!
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From The Wycliffe Bible Commentary, edited by Charles F. Pfeifer (Old Testament) and Everett F. Harrison (New
Testament), The Southwestern Company, Nashville, TN, 1968, commentary on Genesis 35:2-7, p. 37.
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From Commentary on the Whole Bible (One Volume edition) by Matthew Henry, Port City Bible Company, Tulsa, OK,
1972 (originally published in 1708), p. 56.

God’s Identity – According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars

5. Jacob’s Blessing

S

hortly before his death, Jacob blessed each of his sons, including Gad. Some folks contend that
Jacob could not have issued this prophetic blessing if Gad had been named after a heathen idol. Is
this true? As we prepare to examine the arguments supporting this argument, let’s review Jacob’s
blessing, as found in Genesis 49:19:
19

¶ Gad, a troop shall overcome him: but he shall overcome at the last.

As we review Jacob’s blessing, we need to ask ourselves, “Could Jacob have blessed his son –
prophetically, no less – if Gad had been named after a heathen idol? Of course, this question brings us
back to the argument as to whether or not Leah named Gad after the Canaanite idol of fortune that was
worshipped in her native Haran.
The authors of the booklet The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names, Dale
George and Silvio Soto, defend their belief that Leah gave Jacob’s seventh son an honorable, even
prophetic, name when she named him God. We read the following narrative:
In an attempt to minimize the impact of the fact that Leah named Jacob’s son
with the name Gad, it could be argued that Leah was originally from a pagan
home and may have been influenced secretly by pagan motives. However,
when Leah named her son, inspiration records that she did so because she
understood him as ‘a troop comes.’ Later we read that when Jacob proceeded
to bless his seventh son, he predicted the same idea on his son that Leah did!
Could Leah have been under the prophetic unction of the Spirit of Yahweh
when she named Jacob’s seventh son by the apparent prophetic name: ‘a troop
comes’? If she was not guided by the Spirit in the naming of this child, we are
at a loss to explain how she was able to select the very name that will later
come to accurately portray the characteristics of Gad as an adult and his
descendants. In naming Jacob’s seventh son as Gad, Leah was displaying the
same level of inspiration as her husband will do many years later!107

Of course, the clear implication offered by Mr. George and Mr. Soto is that God is not originally the
name of an idol, and that Leah deliberately (or under the inspiration of Yahweh) selected this name
because “a troop comes.” Others who defend the honor of referring to Yahweh as “our God” are more
forthright in conveying this understanding. The following comment is an excerpt from an internet posting
submitted by “Mountain Jew”:
Now from any reference I have read they all say GAD is not originally the
name of an idol, but like all the rest, was derived from a primitive Hebrew
rootword. Meaning the undefiled Hebrew word came first, it was later applied
as a name. But I cover this in glorius visual detail in my report. So until then...
peace and prosperity!108
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Was the naming of Jacob’s seventh son, as depicted by Mr. George and Mr. Soto, a prophetic event?
Furthermore, as explained by “Mountain Jew,” was Gad/God not originally the name of a heathen idol?
Since “Mountain Jew” never supplied us with his report, we are obviously expected to take his word for it
that the Hebrew  גדis simply derived from an obscure, primitive Hebrew root word that was not originally
the name of a heathen idol.
Mountain Jew offered his arguments in a 2004 forum discussion. A little over a year later, in a 2006
discussion pertaining to this same topic, a gentleman who prefers to go by the pseudonym “Shlomoh”
built on the same arguments offered by Mountain Jew and authors Dale George and Silvio Soto – that
Leah did not name Gad after a heathen idol and that the “prophetic blessing” conferred upon Gad prior to
Jacob’s death could not have been uttered if Gad had been named after a heathen idol:
Leah did not name her son after an idol. When he was born, she prophesied,
"A troop cometh" and so named him Gawd, which in Hebrew means troop.
Since returning troops usually bring back the fortunes of war with them,
fortune is a secondary meaning of this term. The fact that the heathen called
their deity of troops Troop (Gawd) did not change this.
When Jacob was dying he prophesied over his sons and this is what he said of
Gawd in Genesis 49:19:
Gawd, gedud (a troop) Yegudenu (shall troop him) wehu (and he) yawgud
(shall troop them) 'aqeiv (on their heel).
The commentators are divided about whether this refers to raiding bands
coming against Gawd or to their part in the conquest of Israel. One thing is for
certain, Jacob made a word play on the name Gawd here. It is ridiculous to
think inspiration would have him do this to the name of a pagan deity.109

This, then, is the position maintained by those who believe we honor Yahweh by referring to Him as
“our God” – that Jacob could not have expressed a prophetically-inspired blessing if Gad had been named
after a pagan deity.
We have already covered the “righteous status” of Jacob and his family as late as their departure from
Laban, and we found it to be sorely lacking. Were Jacob’s wives any more reverent towards Yahweh than
he was at that point in time? Apparently not. In fact, Matthew Henry in his Commentary on the Whole
Bible, points out that the birth of Gad was more the result of a sibling rivalry between Rachel and Leah
than it was a “prophetic event.” Note what he says:
At the persuasion of Leah, he [Jacob] took Zilpah her handmaid to wife also,
v. 9. Two sons Zilpah bore to Jacob, whom Leah looked upon herself as
entitled to, in token of which she called one Gad (v. 11), promising herself a
little troop of children. The other she called Asher (happy), thinking herself
happy in him. There was much amiss in the contest and competition between
these two sisters, yet God brought good out of this evil.110
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When we consider the circumstances surrounding the birth of Gad, we are left to reflect on the fact
that the competition between Rachel and Leah led to each sister giving her handmaid to Jacob for the
purpose of producing children. Needless to say, this method of family planning does not receive
Yahweh’s seal of approval! Without a doubt, Jacob’s seventh son was not born under righteous
circumstances, but under the auspices of domestic contention -- hardly ripe conditions for Leah to
prophetically utter the name that was destined to become a popular name and title for the Creator! Notice
how The Wycliffe Bible Commentary depicts the environment into which Gad was born:
Leah, Rachel, and Jacob were all unhappy. Their domestic trouble and
heartache led to words and actions wholly unworthy, unnecessary, and
unbecoming. Human attempts to remedy the situation proved unsatisfactory.
The giving of Bilhah and Zilpah as secondary wives to help ‘build’ the family
only proved to be hurtful. Sons were born, but hearts were still out of tune and
unhappy.111

There is nothing in the passage describing the naming of Gad to infer that it was a prophetic event. In
view of the circumstances under which he was born, combined with the fact that none of the believers of
Old described the naming of Gad as having been a “prophetic event,” we believe it requires quite a stretch
of imagination for anyone else to arbitrarily make such a claim! Thus, in deference to the claims of Dale
George and Silvio Soto, as well as Mountain Jew and Shlomoh, there is nothing to substantiate the belief
that Leah was under “prophetic unction” when she named Zilpah’s son Gad. Not only this, but nothing in
the account describing Gad’s birth lends support to the notion that this “naming ceremony” paves the way
for anyone to honorably refer to Yahweh as “our God.”
Of course, if we are to believe that Leah was guided by Yahweh’s Spirit in the naming of Gad, we
must likewise maintain that Rachel was prophetically moved when she named each of her children,
including Dan, which means “judge.” It is safe to say that the name Dan has a much more noble
“intrinsic meaning” than does the name Gad. The opposition has established that the word Gad is
properly employed as a title of Yahweh insofar as it can be used to mean “cut off” -- a description of how
Yahweh “cuts off” His enemies. Given the choice, then, of referring to Yahweh as our “Judge” (Dan)
versus referring to Him as our “Cut Off” (God), which would be the best choice of the two? Why would
anyone select God over Dan in their quest for a Hebrew name to use as an English translation of the
Hebrew word Elohim, knowing the meanings of each name?
For the record, Silvio Soto writes that he would have no problem referring to Yahweh as his “Cut
Off”:
The Bible reveals a Mighty One who is loving, compassionate, merciful,
longsuffering, willing to forgive, willing to be tolerant, patient, majestic,
sublime and who is our deliverer. It also reveals Yahu`eh to be avengeful,
willing to destroy and kill, jealous, one that executes punishments, one who
displays his wrath, one who has commanded women, children, old men, even
infants to be utterly destroyed, and one who has the full intention of
condemning the overwhelming majority of human beings ever to have lived on
earth into the lake of fire! Which Elohim do you want to serve? The one that
said he ‘so loved the world that He gave his only begotten son, that whosoever
111
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should believe in Him, will not perish?’ What about the Elohim that said in
Prov. 1:26, ‘I also will laugh in the day of your calamity; I will mock when
your fears come ...’? Don’t you want to serve this one, too? YES! YAHUEH
IS ALSO A MOCKER, ONE WHO LAUGHS AND TAUNTS THE
WICKED DURING THEIR TIME OF CALAMITY. DOES THAT SOUND
TO YOU LIKE A VERY LOVING THING TO DO? SHOULD WE
ATTEMPT TO HIDE THIS SIDE OF YAHUEH’S PERSONALITY?
Christianity does not want this ‘type of Mighty One.’ Apparently, neither
does Larry. But, if we are going to have an accurate picture of who Yahu`eh
truly is, it is necessary that we stop picking and choosing which Bible
descriptions of Him we feel more comfortable with. Therefore, I have no
problem with Yahu`eh being ‘my CUT OFF’ on account of Him destroying
my enemies. If that is what inspiration says He is going to do, whether we like
it or not, regardless of how it sounds to us, irrespective of how men may have
corrupted this Hebrew word, it is in the inspired Word and that settles it for
me. What about you?112 (Emphasis his)

Notwithstanding Mr. Soto’s otherwise accurate description of Yahweh, June and I find it appalling
that he is desirous of referring to Yahweh with a title (“my CUT OFF”) that no one in Scripture ever used
in reference to Yahweh! Not only is there no record of any believers ever seeking to make reference to
Yahweh as “my Cut Off,” but neither is there record of them making any use of the word God in an
attempt to describe Yahweh. Thus, it hardly seems fitting to force a prophetic interpretation of the
naming of Jacob’s son God in order to justify referring to Yahweh as “our God.” If none of the writers of
Scripture ever perceived this as having been a “prophetic naming ceremony,” then by whose authority do
we do so now?
We once again pose the question, “Given the choice of referring to Yahweh as our ‘Judge’ (Dan)
versus referring to Him as our ‘Cut Off’ (God), which would be the best choice of the two?” Why would
anyone select God over Dan in their quest for a Hebrew name to use as an English translation of the
Hebrew word Elohim, knowing the meanings of both names? Was there any less “prophetic significance”
in the naming of Dan than in the naming of God? Certainly not. Not only is there no Scriptural record of
anyone ever referring to Yahweh as their “Cut Off,” but certain individuals have also promoted other
translations of God, such as “good fortune,” informing their readers that there is nothing wrong with
referring to Yahweh as “our God” when we do so with the intent of referring to Him as “our Good
Fortune.” As with the translation “Cut Off,” neither is there Scriptural record of anyone ever referring to
Yahweh as their “Good Fortune,” i.e., “God.” We will read more about the translation “Good Fortune”
later in our study.
Although June and I stand by our claim that there was nothing “prophetic” about Leah’s naming
Jacob’s seventh son God, Mr. Soto asked me to answer the following question:
You have read our section on Gad [from their booklet], would you please explain the relationship of
the meaning of the name Gad and the recognition in the Scriptures of this tribe’s military abilities?
And how it was possible for Leah to have known these characteristics by looking at a mere
newborn?113
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My response was as follows:
We still maintain that Leah was not acting upon any prophetic guidance when
she named Zilpah’s son! We maintain [that] she named him after one of the
deities worshipped in her dad’s heathen household! June and I believe you are
forcing a glorified interpretation on this passage that really isn’t even there.
When Jacob gave his blessing in Gen. 49:19, we believe he was, if anything,
turning a bad name into more of a blessing. Nothing spectacular about this
utterance the way we see it! Nothing extraordinary that would cause us to
want to apply that name as a title for Yahweh! Sorry!
And again, if we are asked to consider any “prophetic significance” regarding
the naming of *GOD*, then we should at least give the naming of *DAN*
equal consideration. DAN means “judge.” Would you prefer to refer to
Yahweh as “our ATTACKER” or as “our JUDGE”? I know *I* would prefer
the latter!!114

Indeed, not only do the authors of Scripture give us no inkling that Leah’s naming Jacob’s son God
was a prophetic event, but if we are to reach such a conclusion, shouldn’t we give “equal consideration”
to the names of all the other sons of Jacob as well? Wouldn’t that be fair? Can we say the naming of
Gad was any more prophetic than the naming of Zebulun? Regarding Mr. Soto’s request that we explain
Gad’s military abilities, we feel this is totally irrelevant to the issue, for certainly we should not be
expected to believe that an individual prophecy regarding a man or the tribe that bears his name indicates
that the name of this man or tribe must be a “pure name.” If we are to regard Jacob’s blessing as being a
prophecy, it was a prophecy pertaining to a man and a tribe, not the name itself, and whatever redeeming
qualities one might attribute to Gad does not mean the name is of “pure origin” any more than the
righteousness attributed to such believers named Apollos, Demetrius and Hermes indicate that their
names are of “pure origin.”
We have already mentioned the believer named Apollos, who was clearly named after the Greek deity
Apollo, but other righteous men are known by names which are also clearly derived from heathen idols.
Demetrius is the name of a believer mentioned with commendation in 3 John 12. His name is derived
from the Greek goddess Demeter. Hermes is the name of an obscure believer referred to by the Apostle
Paul in Romans 16:14; the deity from whom this name emanates, Hermes, is well-known as the great
“Messenger of the gods” in Greek mythology as well as a guide to the Underworld. We could go on and
on. Mordecai is the name given to Esther’s cousin who played a significant role in the Jews’ deliverance
from the sordid plans of the wicked Haman. The Anchor Bible Dictionary, however, reveals that this
righteous man’s name is derived from a heathen idol. According to this reference, the name Mordecai “is
almost certainly derived from Marduk, the name of the chief god of Babylon.”115 Many righteous
believers, at birth, were named after heathen idols, but being named after a heathen idol doesn’t make the
individual a heathen. In the case of believers named after pagan deities, it obviously wasn’t these men’s
names that made them great in the eyes of Yahweh: It was their faithfulness to Him.

114

Excerpt from a group e-mail sent by me (Larry) on March 24, 2001.
From The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Volume 4, David Noel Freedman, Editor-in-Chief, Doubleday, New York, N.Y., 1992,
p. 902.
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In the same way, if we attribute a title to Yahweh that emanates from the name of a heathen idol, this
certainly won’t make Yahweh a heathen! That was never the question! The question remains, “Does it
honor Yahweh to do this?”
To imply that the tribe of Gad was composed of mighty warriors because of the “intrinsic” meaning of
this name (attack, invade), as proposed by Silvio Soto, is to imply that “the name makes the man,” when
in fact, the reverse is true. It is how we outwardly express our inner character that makes our names either
great or unworthy of notation. Yahweh does not regard the meanings of our names to determine what our
character is like, nor do any of our accomplishments necessarily reflect the names we are given. In fact,
often times, as in the case of Mordecai, great deeds are performed in spite of our names. No one can deny
the courage and righteousness displayed by Mordecai, yet why would anyone choose to linguistically
incorporate his name as a title for Yahweh? Would we thus honor Yahweh by referring to Him with a
title known to be derived from “the chief god of Babylon”? No, we would not, and neither do we honor
Yahweh by referring to Him with a title known to be derived from the Canaanite deity of fortune.
We really need to understand that just because someone is named after a heathen idol, this does not
make him or her any less special in the eyes of Yahweh than an individual possessing a name of “pure”
origin. Indeed, Scripture not only records righteous men who were named after heathen idols, but we
also read of wicked men who were named after Yahweh! Consider, for example, the account of Judah’s
ninth king, King Amaziah. Amaziah is a very noble name meaning “Yahweh is Mighty.” With a name
like that, certainly you would expect the individual bearing that name to live a very righteous lifestyle.
However, if we read the story of King Amaziah, we learn that, upon defeating the Edomites, Amaziah
brought home the images of their idols and worshipped them (2 Chronicles 25). So utterly abhorrent were
his actions that Yahweh sent a prophet to reprove him. The prophet exclaimed, “Why do you consult this
people’s gods, which could not save their own people from your hand?!” Instead of recognizing his own
folly, however, Amaziah threatened to have the prophet executed! Thus, great dishonor was brought not
only upon the nation of Judah, but also upon the very name of Yahweh, after Whom this king was named.
Surely, then, we can all recognize that just because a man is given a “bad name” doesn’t mean he won’t
faithfully serve Yahweh, and just because a man is given an honorable name doesn’t mean he will
faithfully serve Yahweh!
If we can properly assimilate all this information, we should be able to discern that no matter how
faithful, honorable and courageous the progeny of Gad was prophesied to be, this does not in any way
prove or otherwise serve to indicate that the name Gad itself is a “pure” name, free from the stain of
heathen idol worship.
We entitled this section “Jacob’s Blessing” because Mr. George and Mr. Soto do not stop with their
contention that the naming of Gad was a prophetic event. They also make reference to the blessing that
Jacob bestowed upon each of his sons before his death, as recorded in Genesis 49. Indeed, in the case of
the blessings he gave his sons, if there was a prophetic connection to each one, including Gad, the
question we need answered is, “Does this prophetic application involving the name Gad (pronounced
gawd) imply that we may honorably use this name as a title for Yahweh?”
Mr. George and Mr. Soto, as expressed in their booklet, answer, “Yes.”
In the previous quote from George and Soto’s booklet, we read of how the authors not only attribute
prophetic inspiration to Leah when she named Jacob’s seventh son, but they also attribute prophetic
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significance to the blessing that Jacob gave regarding this son in Genesis 49. They expound on this point
as follows:
In Genesis chapter 49, we read about the final prophetic blessing that Jacob pronounced upon each of
his sons. Verse one states:
‘And Jacob called unto his sons, and said, Gather yourselves together, that I may
tell you that which shall befall you in the last days.’

Throughout the chapter, Jacob describes each of his twelve sons and attributes to each what will be
their future characteristics or peculiarities. In Gen. 49:19 we read regarding Gad:
‘Gad, a troop shall overcome him: but he shall overcome at the last.’

Once again, the wonderful play of words in the Hebrew text is hidden by the English translation.
Gad, geduwd
guwd
Gad, a troop shall overcome him:
guwd
‘aqeb
But he shall overcome at the last.

Jacob’s entire proclamation upon his son is literally a play of words based on his son’s name. The
idea of Gad as deliverance through force, might, power, and strength is most obvious in this text.
Along these lines, the Dictionary of the Bible edited by James Hastings makes the following
observation on page 309:
Gn 49:19 implies that the name means a raiding troop and connects it with the
tribe’s experience in border warfare.”116

Upon reading the above editorial from Mr. George and Mr. Soto, we can only shrug our shoulders and
ask, “So??? What does this prove? How does a prophecy pertaining to the future exploits of this tribe
justify referring to Yahweh as ‘our God’?” We are not about to deny the prophetic implications involving
each of Jacob’s sons, yet how does this one particular prophetic blessing, out of all the other prophetic
blessings, merit taking the name God and applying it to Yahweh as a title? Why single out God as
opposed to Dan or Levi?
If Dale George and Silvio Soto’s selection of Gad out of all the other tribes represents their attempt to
prove that God was considered a “pure” word as opposed to a word emanating from the name of a
heathen deity, they do not succeed. We have already shown that the preponderance of evidence supports
Gad as having been the name of a deity worshipped in the region wherein Leah was raised. We have also
shown that Jacob’s lifestyle at the time of Gad’s birth would not have caused him to object to such a
name having been given to his son. For Jacob to later in life give a blessing to his son Gad should not be
considered unusual, and could in fact be construed as Jacob’s effort to turn something “negative” into
something “positive.” I would venture to say that Jacob could also have prophesied that a believer named
Hermes would one day bring a message of salvation to those with understanding and that his name will be
written in the Book of Life. Since “Hermes” is a well-known reference to the messenger idol Hermes,
such a prophetic word-play would not have been inaccurate, presuming that the believer named Hermes
(Romans 16:14) remained faithful to the Almighty and shared the truth of Yahweh’s Word with others. If
Jacob had uttered such a prophecy, would this serve as evidence that Hermes could not have been named
after a heathen idol? Of course, the answer is no; in the same way, just because Jacob uttered a prophecy
116

From The Truth About Inspired Titles In The Light of The Sacred Names, by Dale George and Silvio Soto, 2001, pp. 79-80.
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about Gad cannot reasonably be used as evidence that Gad could not have originally been the name of a
heathen idol.
Not only have we shown that the prophetic application and blessing of a name cannot be used as
evidence validating a pure, undefiled origin of that name, but we have also demonstrated that even the
most righteous of men can have names derived from heathen idols; their righteousness does not “purify”
the meaning and history of whatever names they were given at birth. Finally, regardless of how upright a
believer may be, this should not serve as evidence that we can honorably use his or her name as an epithet
for Yahweh.
After all these years of establishing the above point, we find that the opposition continues to present
the same reasoning over and over again – that if Jacob prophetically blessed Gad, then that name must be
an originally-pure name. C. F. Keil, in his contribution to Keil and Delitzsch’s Commentary on the Old
Testament, summarizes his understanding of Genesis 49:19 by stating that there is nothing of special
significance found in this verse that should cause anyone to regard the name Gad as being either
prophetically significant or an originally “pure” word:
49:19. ‘Gad—a press presses him, but he presses the heel.’ The name Gad
reminds the patriarch of  גוּדto press, and  גדוּדthe pressing host, warlike host,
which invades the land. The attacks of such hosts Gad will bravely withstand,
and press their heel, i.e., put them to flight and bravely pursue them, not smite
their rear-guard; for  עָקֵבdoes not signify the rear-guard even in Josh. 8:13, but
only the reserves. The blessing, which is formed from a triple alliteration of
the name Gad, contains no such special allusions to historical events as to
enable us to interpret it historically, although the account in 1 Chron. 5:18ff.
proves that the Gadites displayed, wherever it was needed, the bravery
promised them by Jacob. Compare with this 1 Chron. 12:8-15, where the
Gadites who come to David are compared to lions, and their swiftness to that
of roes.117

While no one is denying the prophetic nature of the blessings pronounced on all of Jacob’s sons in
Genesis 49, no one, including any scholars whose writings we have read, perceives those blessings as
representing a pronouncement of the purity of each of those sons’ names. In fact, the same commentator
cited above, C. F. Keil, asserts that Leah wasn’t even thinking about Yahweh when she named her son
Gad. Note his commentary pertaining to the births of Gad and Asher:
Leah did not think of God [Yahweh] in connection with these two births.
They were nothing more than the successful and welcome result of the means
she had employed.118

Commentator C. F. Keil matter-of-factly concludes that there is absolutely nothing inherent in the
name Gad (pronounced gawd) that would make it any more special than any other name mentioned in
Scripture, much less when we take into consideration the obvious ties this word has to heathen worship.
Moreover, nothing involving the blessing given to Gad by Jacob can be construed as implying that this
117

From Commentary on the Old Testament by C.F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, translated by Francis Bacon, Volume 1, “The
Pentateuch,” by C. F. Keil, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA (originally published by T. & T. Clark, Edinburgh. 186691), 2001, pp. 260-261.
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word has a “pure” origin. Indeed, it is far more likely that Jacob’s blessing represents his transforming
the negative aspects concerning this name’s roots into a positive, victorious ending.
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6. If You Won’t Believe Us, Would You At Least Believe
Ancient Hebrew Scholars?
A. The Hebrew Scholars Who Translated the Septuagint
Recognized “Gad” as the Idol of Fortune
e have previously shown from Scripture that Leah, who named Jacob’s seventh son Gad, was
raised in a heathen environment. We have demonstrated that even after Jacob and his family
left his father-in-law’s territory, he was compelled to direct his household to get rid of their
“foreign gods.” We have identified an idol named Gad that was worshipped in Leah’s native
Haran, and we have examined the Hebrew text of Isaiah 65:11, where Yahweh Himself identifies an idol
named Gad that was worshipped by those who forsake Yahweh. Finally, we established that the Hebrew
name גַּד, commonly rendered Gad in English, is actually a pronunciation match with the common
appellative used in reference to our Creator – GOD. In spite of all this information, those who support
referring to Yahweh as “our God” maintain that we cannot prove a connection between the name given to
Jacob’s son and the epithet GOD.

W

If, after reviewing all the evidence we have thus far presented, you are still not persuaded of the
connection, we can only ask, “If you won’t believe us, will you at least believe Hebrew scholars from the
third century BCE?” As we are about to see, the Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint from
Hebrew to Greek understood Gad/God to be the idol of fortune.
By now, it should be plain to all that that the Hebrew word Gad/God ( )גַּדmeans “fortune.” According
to The New Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew-English Lexicon,  גַּדnot only means fortune, but it is
“perhaps derived from foreign divine name.”119 This is yet another indication from unbiased scholars that
this word was in fact borrowed by the Hebrews and incorporated into their language. This reference, as
previously mentioned, also states that this deity’s name is often found in Phoenician and Aramaic
inscriptions. According to Encyclopedia of Gods, this word is identified with “chance or fortune”:
Gad
God of uncertain status. Western Semitic and Punic (Carthaginian). Probably
concerned with chance or fortune and known from Palmyrene inscriptions, and
from the Vetus Testamentum in place names such as Baal-Gad and MigdalGad. Popular across a wide area of Syrio-Palestine and Anatolia in preBiblical times. Thought to have been syncretized ultimately with the Greek
goddess Tyche.120

The reason God is so easily identified with the Greek goddess Tyche is because Tyche, well-known as
the Greek goddess of fortune,121 is a name used in close connection with the idol Gad in the Septuagint.
119

The New Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew-English Lexicon, by Francis Brown, D.D., D.Litt., Hendrickson
Publishers, 1979, p. 151.
120
From Encyclopedia of Gods, by Michael Jordan, item “Gad,” Facts on File, Inc., New York, NY, 1993, page 85.
121
That Tyche is the Greek goddess of fortune is easily verifiable by most standard large-volume dictionaries. According to
The Reader’s Digest Great Encyclopedic Dictionary, The Reader’s Digest Association, Inc., Pleasantville, NY, 1977, p. 1,448:
“Ty·che (tī'kē) In Greek mythology, the goddess of chance: identified with the Roman Fortuna.” According to the online
Probert Encyclopaedia: Greek and Roman Mythology (http://www.probert-encyclopaedia.co.uk/greek.htm), “Tyche was the
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We need to bear in mind that the Septuagint version, although it is the Greek translation of the original
Hebrew Scriptures, in fact represents the most ancient complete text of Scripture insofar as extant
copies.122 As we are about to see, the Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint presented a
connection between Leah’s rationale in naming Zilpah’s son Gad and the Greek idol of fortune.
Commentators freely acknowledge this connection. For example, in A Cyclopædia of Religions, item
“Gad,” we read:
The name was also given to a Hebrew tribe (rendered ‘troop’ in the English),
as is made clear by the Greek Septuagint translation Tūkhē “fortune.”123

Why did the scholars who translated the Septuagint identify the Hebrew ָ  ָגָדwith Tyche? In order to
answer this question, we must first reinforce the fact that Gad/God was considered the deity of fortune –
at least by the Hebrew-speaking populace residing in Palestine. This is a well-established fact that no one
reading this study should doubt. However, 3rd century BCE Greek-speaking students of the Bible would
not likely have made the connection between Gad and an idol of fortune. Hence, they would not have
understood Leah’s motive for naming Zilpah’s son Gad – unless they had some help. What better way to
assist novice readers in making the connection than by creating a connection between Gad and a wellknown Greek idol of fortune? That is what the translators of the Septuagint did, and this is validated by
the appearance of the name Tyche in Genesis 30:11 – in direct association with the naming of Jacob’s
seventh son. Let’s take a closer look at the identity of Tyche:
Tyche
Goddess of fortune. Greco-Roman. She appears as a nereid in the Hymn to
Demeter (Homer). According to Hesiod’s Theogony she is the daughter of
Okeanos. Elsewhere she is identified as the daughter of Zeus and Hera. She is
depicted carrying a rudder or, alternatively, cornucopiae. Also mentioned as
Agathe Tyche, the consort of Agathos Daemon. She became widely identified
with the Asian mother goddess Kybele but was replaced, in Roman times, by
the goddess Fortuna and associated symbolically with a wheel device. She
retained popularity for a long time. There is a record that the Emperor Julian

Greek goddess of luck. She was the daughter of Zeus and identified by the Romans as Fortuna.” Curiously, a New Testament
believer’s name may have been derived from the name Tyche. We read about an individual named Syntyche in Philippians 4:2.
122
Cf., “Septuagint,” from Free net encyclopedia (http://www.netipedia.com/index.php/Septuagint), where we read:
“Manuscript copies of the Septuagint are the oldest and most important complete version of the Old Testament, and predate the
oldest manuscript of the Masoretic Text, the Aleppo Codex, by as much as 1,000 years.” Also, from the Introduction to the
Septuagint entitled “An Historical Account of the Septuagint Version,” taken from The Septuagint With Apocrypha: Greek and
English, translated by Sir Lancelot C.L. Brenton, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1995 (originally published by Samuel
Bagster & Sons, Ltd., London, 1851). Brenton’s introduction begins thus: “The earliest version of the Old Testament
Scriptures which is extant, or of which we possess any certain knowledge, is the translation executed at Alexandria [Egypt] in
the third century before the Christian era: this version has been so habitually known by the name of the SEPTUAGINT, that the
attempt of some learned men in modern times to introduce the designation of the Alexandrian version (as more correct) has
been far from successful.” Today’s popular translations of the Old Testament, such as the King James Version, are taken from
Hebrew texts dating only to the ninth century of the common era. From The Reader’s Digest Bible, Bruce M. Metzger,
General Editor, The Reader’s Digest Association, Pleasantville, NY, 1982, p. xv - xvi, we read, “Until recently the oldest
known manuscripts containing major sections of the Hebrew Bible dated from only the ninth and tenth centuries of the
Christian era, with the oldest dated manuscript of the entire Hebrew Bible coming from A.D. 1008.”
123
From A Cyclopædia of Religions, Volume II, by Major-General J. G. R. Forlong, originally published in 1906 by Bernard
Quaritch, London, republished in 1997 by co-publishers Ganesh Publishing, Ltd., Bristol, United Kingdom and Edition
Synapse, Tokyo, Japan, p. 123.
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sacrificed to Tyche at Antioch in 361-62 ad and her temple was still intact
during the reign of Theodosius (379-95).124

Just as there should be no question that Gad/God is the name of the Canaanite idol of fortune, neither
is there any question that Tyche is the Greek idol of fortune. For those who do not see a connection
between the naming of Gad and the idol of fortune, we can only ask, “Then why did those ancient
Hebrew scholars make the connection between Tyche and the name that Leah gave to Zilpah’s son?”
Let’s take a look at the Greek text to see where the name Tyche (rendered τύχη in Greek) appears. The
following excerpt is a screen shot taken from The Apostolic Bible Polyglot125:

Although Tyche (τύχη) is translated “good luck” by the translator, this does not alter the fact that this
word actually identifies the Greek goddess of fortune, and it is important to note that the translators used
this idol’s name as the springboard for Leah’s decision to name Zilpah’s son after the Canaanite idol of
fortune. Fifth century theologian Theodoret of Cyrus, in The Questions on the Octateuch, made it clear
that he understood the message conveyed by Hebrew scholars’ translation of the Septuagint:
Question LXXXVIII
[Question:] Why does Scripture mention good luck (τύχης)126?
[Answer:] The distinctive features of Scripture are the oracles of the Spirit,
the Almighty’s laws, and the teachings of the devout; the rest is historical
narration. So one must take into account not only what is said but also who
says it. Now, the expression “I’m in luck!” (ευτύχηκα) was not Jacob’s but
Leah’s, a woman, as I remarked, raised in idolatry and only briefly schooled in
religion. Similarly, her father declared, “I would take omens,” whereas the
Almighty’s laws forbids recourse to omens. So no one should imagine that
such words are those of holy Scripture; the author sets down the words of
pagans, because he is writing history.127
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From Encyclopedia of Gods, by Michael Jordan, item “Tyche,” Facts on File, Inc., New York, NY, 1993, page 269.
From the online version of The Apostolic Bible Polyglot, ISBN 0-9632301-1-5 Rev. 1.1, March, 2006,
www.apostolicbible.com.
126
The Greek text of this question references tyche (τύχης) as the source of the “good luck.” It reads, “Δια τί ἡ γραϕὴ
μέμνηται τύχης;”
127
Theodoret of Cyrus, The Questions on the Octateuch, Vol. 1, On Genesis and Exodus, “The Questions on Genesis,”
Question LXXXVIII, translated by Robert C. Hill, The Catholic University of America Press, Washington, D.C., 2007, p. 173.
Note: This work was originally composed circa 452 – 453 CE under the name Quaestiones in Octateuchum, by Theodoret,
Bishop of Cyrrhus. I should point out that the translator renders the Greek title that Theodoret used for the Creator’s name
(Θεός, Theos), as “God.” We took the liberty of replacing “God” with “the Almighty” in our citation so as to draw attention to
the fact that Theodoret did not refer to Yahweh as “God.”
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In Theodoret’s commentary, he references Tyche as the source of “good luck.” Of course, we know
that translating ba-gad as tyche was the best way the Septuagint’s translators could convey to the Greek
culture that the heathen idol of “luck” influenced Leah’s decision to give Zilpah’s son the name Gad/God.
Theodoret “got the message.”
Some may question as to whether or not there really was an idol of fortune named Tyche. One sure
way to confirm this information is to read it straight from the pagans who venerated Tyche. For example,
another fifth century author, Roman grammarian Ambrosius Theodosius Macrobius, mentioned the
worship of Tyche in the form of a moon deity of fortune, who was the consort of the sun deity Daimon
(demon). These two as listed as the “two primary” deities out of a total of four that preside over the birth
of children. What I find peculiarly interesting about Macrobius’ work is the fact that, while it was
composed in Latin, he preserved the Greek forms of each deity’s name, effectively not only
transliterating the names, but also preserving the Greek characters within an otherwise Latin text. How
strange that a pagan author went to such pains to preserve the correct forms of the names of idols! How
well does this reflect on those translators who, professing to be servants of the Almighty, not only fail to
transliterate His name, but also substitute it with the names of known idols? The following excerpt is an
English translation from Book I of Macrobius’ The Saturnalia:
[16] Another clear proof that it is the sun that we worship under the name of
Mercury is the caduceus128, which the Egyptians have designed as the sacred
staff of Mercury. It shows a pair of serpents, male and female, intertwined;
the middle parts of the serpents' coils are joined together in a knot, called the
knot of Hercules; their upper parts are bent into a circle and complete the
circle as they meet in a kiss; below the knot their tails rejoin the staff at the
point at which it is held, and at that point appear the wings with which they are
provided. [17] The Egyptians also maintain that the attributes of the caduceus
depict the generation, or "genesis" (γένεσις) as it is called, of mankind; for
they say that four deities are present to preside over a man's birth: Daimon
(Δαίμονα), Tyche (Τύχην), Eros (Έρωτα), and Anagkeh (ανάγκην). By the
first two they understand the sun and the moon; for the sun, as the source of
the breath of life and of heat and of light, is the creator and the guardian of a
man's life and is therefore believed to be Daimon (δαίμων), or god, of a
newborn child; the moon is Tyche (τύχη), since she is the deity of our bodies,
which are subject to the chance occurrences of events; love is represented by
the kiss of the serpents; and the knot is [the symbol of] Necessity. [18] Why
wings are added has already been explained, and of the above-mentioned
attributes the coiled bodies of the serpents have been specially chosen, as
illustrating the serpentine course of each of the two stars.129

128

In Greek Mythology, the caduceus is a winged staff with two serpents twined around it, carried by Hermes.
From The Saturnalia, by Ambrosius Aurelius Theodosius Macrobiusch, Book I, ch. 19:16-18. NOTE: While this
translation is based on the English translation of Percival Vaughan Davies (New York: Columbia University Press, 1969, pp.
135-136, I took the liberty of restoring the transliteration of the names, which he chose to translate. Davies translated Daimon
as “Genius,” Tyche as “Fortune,” Eros as “Love” and Anagkeh as “Necessity.” Moreover, one phrase in particular seemed to
be poorly translated. Where Davis translated “… the moon is Fortune, since she has charge of the body, and the body is at the
mercy of the fickleness of change," I changed to “… the moon is Tyche (τύχη), since she is the deity of our bodies, which are
subject to the chance occurrences of events.” This also better agrees with the French translation, “La lune est appelée g-tucheh
(la fortune), parce qu'elle est la divinité des corps, lesquels sont sujets aux chances fortuites des événements.”
129
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The Latin text of Macrobius’ work is, as of this writing, available online. While most of us do not
read Latin, I recommend at least reviewing it in order to observe how this heathen author, in addition to
confirming the worship of an idol named Tyche, took great pains to preserve not only the transliteration of
its name, but also the Greek characters. For the sake of conserving space, we will only provide the text of
section 17, so as to illustrate how he rendered the names of the four deities:
17 Argumentum caducei ad genituram quoque hominum, quae γένεσις
appellatur, Aegyptii protendunt, deos praestites homini nascenti quattuor
adesse memorantes, Δαίμονα Τύχην Έρωτα ανάγκην: et duos priores solem ac
lunam intellegi volunt, quod sol auctor spiritus caloris ac luminis humanae
vitae genitor et custos est, et ideo nascentis δαίμων, id est deus, creditur: luna
τύχη, quia corporum praesul est quae fortuitorum varietate iactantur: amor
osculo significatur: necessitas nodo.130

It is regrettable that, in spite of the great care that Macrobius took in preserving the original spelling of
these idols’ names, the scholar who translated his work into English, apparently oblivious to Macrobius’
noble preservation efforts, injudiciously translated each name into a word that he felt best represented
each deity’s persona. Nevertheless, to address our point, we see that in ancient times an idol named
Tyche was worshipped as an idol of fortune. What better way to convey the concept of the Hebrew idol
of fortune to the Greek-speaking culture than to convey it in a manner that they would easily grasp the
concept? By presenting the naming of Gad/God in association with a known Greek idol of fortune, the
Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint succeeded in presenting Leah as a pagan idol worshipper.
Theodoret of Cyrus, as we noted above, “got the message.” The question is, do we, in our 21st century
culture, have this same understanding? Do we understand that Leah’s motive in naming Zilpah’s son was
to give honor to the deity of luck? That deity’s name, in the Greek culture, is Tyche (τύχη). In the
Hebrew culture, it is Gad/God ()גָד.
Think for a moment about the motives people have for deciding which names to give to their
children. In today’s society, many parents choose a name because it’s the name of their favorite star
athlete or perhaps a movie star. In a December 2008 BBC 131 report, a representative from an internet
parenting group confirmed this common trend among parents. Here is an excerpt of her findings:
Boys’ names have witnessed the biggest changes over the last decade as
parents are increasingly influenced by American culture and celebrity trends
relating to films and sports personalities. Traditional royal names continue to
reign supreme in the boys’ Top 100 in respect of the more traditional name
choices.132

She added:
Parents are more likely to name girls after a well known movie star or
celebrity.133
130

From Saturnalia Liber I, the Latin text of the critical edition, edited by Ludwig von Jan (Gottfried Bass; Quedlinburg and
Leipzig, 1852), web edition by Bill Thayer. This text may be read in its entirety by accessing the following URL:
http://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/L/Roman/Texts/Macrobius/Saturnalia/1*.html
131
A.k.a. British Broadcasting Corporation.
132
From the BBC article “Olivia and Jack top baby names,” 12/30/2008. The article may be read in its entirety by accessing
the following URL: http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/7804633.stm.
133
Ibid.
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In ancient times, there were no movie stars or famous athletes after whom parents could name their
children. This is why it was so common for parents to name children after the chief object of their
worship. For example, the Assyrian king Sennacherib was named after the Assyrian deity, Sin.134
Babylonian King Nebuchadnezzar was named after an idol known as Nebo.135 Among those who
worshipped Yahweh, it was not uncommon to incorporate Yahweh’s name into the name of the child. For
example, “Isaiah” means Yah has saved and “Nethaniah” means given of Yah.
As we can see, our ancient ancestors, in lieu of movie stars and famous athletes to turn to for names to
give their children, often used the names of their objects of worship. It should not be surprising, then, if
we should find out that Leah named Zilpah’s son after an idol worshipped by those who raised her.
It must be remembered, as we have repeatedly reinforced, that both Leah and her sister Rachel were
raised in a semipagan household. Their father, Laban, as is evident from Gen. 31:19, 30-35, worshiped
household idols, which he obviously valued very highly, as demonstrated by the great effort he undertook
in attempting to retrieve them after Rachel had stolen them. If it is true, as we have shown, that an idol
named Gad was worshipped in the area where Leah and Rachel were born and raised, it should not be
surprising to learn that they would choose that idol’s name as the name for one of their children,
especially if it can be demonstrated that they had not yet been converted to the worship of Yahweh.
For those who, upon examining the Hebrew text of Genesis 30:11, are simply not able to see the
connection between Leah’s concept of “good fortune” and the Canaanite idol of fortune, the Hebrew
scholars who translated the Torah into Greek in the 3rd century BCE laid it out in plain and simple terms.
If, according to the translators’ understanding, Leah had no thoughts of an “idol of fortune,” they would
not have produced the name of Gad’s Greek counterpart, Tyche (τύχη), as the pretext for why Leah to
chose the name Gad in Gen. 30:11:
19

¶ And Lea said, It is happily (τύχη): and she called his name, Gad (Γάδ).136

In the Hebrew text of Genesis 30:11, there is a word play used with the selection of the name Gad.
We read, “With fortune (ba gad, בגָד
ָָ ): and she called his name Gad ()גָד.” Obviously, this same play on
words does not work in the Greek language, so it is significant that the translators chose the name of the
idol Gad’s Greek counterpart, Tyche, when conveying their understanding of Leah’s rationale for
selecting the name Gad. Why choose the name of the Greeks’ idol of fortune when conveying her
delight? Certainly, if the Hebrew scholars wanted to carry across a meaning of wealth (as previously
suggested by authors Dale George and Silvio Soto), they could have used the Greek word euporia
(εύπορία, #2142 in Strong’s Greek Dictionary of the New Testament). If they wished to convey fortune,
they could have selected the Greek word makarios (μακάριος), which is word #3107 in Strong’s:

134

According to The Anchor Bible Dictionary, vol. 5, David Noel Freedman, Editor-in-Chief, Doubleday, New York, N.Y.,
1992, p., 1,088, “In Assyrian the name is spelled Sîn-ahhē-erība and means ‘the god Sin has substituted the dead brothers.’
The name therefore tells us that Sennacherib was at least the third son to be born to his father Sargon II, but the first one to
survive childhood.”
135
According to The New Unger’s Bible Dictionary, by Merrill F. Unger, Moody Press, Chicago, IL, 1988, p. 909,
Nebuchadnezzar means “Nebo, defend the boundary.” This same reference, in the article “Gods, False,” lists Nebo as “A
Babylonian deity (Isa. 46:1), the god of wisdom and literature.”
136
From The Septuagint With Apocrypha: Greek and English, translated by Sir Lancelot C.L. Brenton, Hendrickson
Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1995 (originally published by Samuel Bagster & Sons, Ltd., London, 1851).
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3107. μακάριοςmakariŏs, mak-ar'-ee-os; a
prol. form of the poetical μάκαρ makar (mean. the
same); supremely blest; by extens. fortunate, well
off:—blessed, happy (× –ier).

Since markarios conveys “fortunate,” “happy” and “blessed,” why didn’t the Hebrew scholars who
translated the Septuagint select markarios to convey their understanding of Leah’s emotional state when
Gad was born? In fact, two verses later, at the birth of Asher, Leah does use the word markarios in
describing her “happy” situation.137 Of course, since Leah didn’t actually speak Greek, we understand
that markarios is the Greek word the Hebrew scholars chose to use in translating Leah’s “happy” state in
verse 13. The question is, why didn’t they choose Tyche in their effort to convey Leah’s joy in verse 13?
Why did they place the name Tyche in association with the naming of Gad?
The answer is obvious: The Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint knew that the best way
for them to convey – to the Greek-speaking culture – Leah’s motives and thought process in selecting
Gad was to use the word Tyche (τύχη), which immediately identifies the Greek idol of fortune. The name
Gad held no significance for the Greek culture, so the translators knew that if they merely conveyed that
Leah was markarios (blessed/happy) at the birth of Gad, they would not have carried across the
understanding that Leah came up with this name in association with the idol of fortune. Thus, it was a
clever linguistic feat for them to insert the name of the Greek idol of fortune when describing the naming
ceremony for a child named after the Canaanite idol of fortune. Instantly, the connection is made when
reading the Greek text! It was no coincidence that the Hebrew scholars produced the name of the Greek
idol of fortune when describing Leah’s thought process in naming Zilpah’s son Gad – the name of the
Canaanite idol of fortune.
Shown below is a copy from Sir Lancelot C.L. Brenton’s translation of the Septuagint’s rendering of
Genesis 30:11:

The above excerpt plainly demonstrates that as far as the Hebrew scholars who translated the
Septuagint were concerned, there is a connection between the Greek idol Tyche (τύχη) and the idol God
()גָד. Otherwise, they would certainly have selected an alternate word instead of Tyche; they would have
selected a word not associated with the Greek counterpart to the idol worshiped in Leah’s home town of
Haran! On a side note, for those who insist that the “most correct” pronunciation of  גָדis “Gad” (as in
“sad”), it is a well-established fact that this word can only be pronounced one way in the Greek language:
gawd.
137

Asher is word #836 in Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary and means “happy.”
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Thus, just in case there should happen to be any doubt as to how this name was pronounced in ancient
Hebrew, the fact remains that the Hebrew scholars who produced the Septuagint translation in the 3 rd
century BCE transliterated that Hebrew name in the Greek language with the pronunciation gawd.138
More significantly for our research, however, those Hebrew scholars plainly identified Gad/God with
the idol of fortune. There may be some individuals who will reject the understanding provided by the
Septuagint translators, but if they do, they are, in effect, elevating their understanding above the
understanding of the Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint.
The fact that Tyche was considered the Greek equivalent to the Canaanite Gad/God is also evidenced
through archaeological evidence. Notice the following observation presented by The Anchor Bible
Dictionary:
An Aram-Gk bilingual inscription from Palmyra apparently equates Gad and
Tyche.139

The evidence linking Gad/God and Tyche is simply too great to ignore. However, as we are about to see,
it only gets worse.

138

You can actually hear for yourself how this word (#1045 in Strong’s Greek Dictionary of the New Testament) is
pronounced by accessing the following URL and clicking on the “speaker” icon:
http://www.biblestudytools.com/lexicons/greek/kjv/gad.html. (Note: This link worked as of August 2010).
139
From The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Volume 2, David Noel Freedman, Editor-in-Chief, Doubleday, New York, N.Y., 1992,
p. 863.
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B. Gad’s True Identity is Revealed in the Septuagint Text of Isaiah 65:11

F

rom the above Septuagint reading of Genesis 30:11, we understand that the Hebrew scholars who
translated this version recognized a connection between Gad and Tyche. The book of Genesis, as
we know, is the first of the five books of the Bible forming what is known as the Pentateuch. It
was only these five books that comprised the original Septuagint translation, which is generally
agreed to have been completed around the year 282 BCE. We now turn your attention to another book of
the Bible – the book of Isaiah. The Septuagint translation of Isaiah was completed many years after the
initial Pentateuch translation made its appearance. Although there is no consensus as to when Isaiah was
finally translated into the Greek language, many scholars agree that it was certainly in place by the
beginning of the first century BCE.140
When the Hebrew scholars who translated Isaiah into Greek came to the word ( גַּדGad/God), they
certainly understood that they were looking at the name of a heathen idol. In conveying their
understanding of this idol’s identity to the Greek-speaking culture, did those translators offer any
additional clues as to the identity of Gad/God? The answer is yes. Shown below is the Septuagint text of
Isaiah 65:11 as represented in The Apostolic Bible Polyglot141:

As displayed above, the 1st century BCE Hebrew scholars plainly regarded the idol named גַּד
(pronounced gawd) as a demon. Sir Lancelot C.L. Brenton, in his English translation of the Septuagint,
translates Isaiah 65:11 as follows:

140

Cf., The Anchor Bible Dictionary, vol. 5, David Noel Freedman, Editor-in-Chief, Doubleday, New York, N.Y., 1992, p.
1,094, where we read, “For convenience, it is assumed throughout what follows that a single set of original translations of the
Hebrew scriptures into Greek was effected in several stages, and in locations not known for sure; that the earliest parts (most
likely the Torah) of the translation took place in the 3 rd century B.C.E. (perhaps in Egypt) and the last parts were completed by
the first part of the 1st century B.C.E.; that, in the absence of ‘hard copy’ of these translations, we can recover from the extant
witnesses, texts sufficiently reliable to be considered equivalent to the originals, if carefully controlled text-critical principles
are employed.”
141
From the online version of The Apostolic Bible Polyglot, ISBN 0-9632301-1-5 Rev. 1.1, March, 2006,
www.apostolicbible.com.
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¶ But ye are they that have left Me, and forget My holy mountain, and
prepare a table for the devil, and fill up the drink-offering to Fortune.142

Brenton, in his English rendering of the Septuagint text of Isaiah 65:11, leaves no room to doubt
“who” the ancient Hebrew scholars understood Gad/God to be. Certainly, those learned men came a lot
closer to understanding who God is than we can ever hope to attain in this lifetime. In their day, God was
considered to be the equivalent of the devil, whom we all know is also identified in Scripture as Satan.
For most of today’s society, however, God is considered to be equivalent to our Heavenly Father –
Creator of the universe – if not by name, then certainly by virtue of His title. If you believe there is
nothing wrong with applying the name once regarded as the name of a demon to our Heavenly Father,
then we simply have differing views of how to honor the Almighty. We maintain that referring to
Yahweh with a title once reserved for an idol considered by ancient Judaism to be a demon is the epitome
of dishonor.
Please think about this for a moment. When the Hebrew scholars who translated the book of Isaiah
into Greek came to Isaiah 65:11, they encountered the name ( גַּדpronounced gawd), leaving them with a
decision to make: “Do we transliterate this name into Greek as Γάδ (pronounced gawd) or do we translate
it into a word that represents who this idol really is?”
Who was  ָגַּדto those Hebrew sages? Did they consider  גַּדa “perfectly acceptable title”? Was  גַּדa
name with a wonderful intrinsic meaning?
To make it perfectly clear “who” the ancient Hebrew scholars considered Gad/God to be, we are
providing an illustration depicting their thought process as they translated Isaiah 65:11 into Greek:

Hebrew text of Isaiah 65:11143

Greek text of Isaiah 65:11144

142

From The Septuagint With Apocrypha: Greek and English, translated by Sir Lancelot C.L. Brenton, Hendrickson
Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1995 (originally published by Samuel Bagster & Sons, Ltd., London, 1851).
143
Screen capture from the ISA (Interlinear Scripture Analyzer) Interlinear Bible, Copyright © 2002-2009 by Scripture4all
Foundation - All Rights Reserved.
144
From the online version of The Apostolic Bible Polyglot, ISBN 0-9632301-1-5 Rev. 1.1, March, 2006,
www.apostolicbible.com.
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What thought process drove the Hebrew scholars to translate  גַּדas “demon”? Were they thinking
about how, linguistically-speaking,  ַָּגדis a name that should be culturally redefined as an “acceptable
original clean Hebrew word”? Were they thinking about how  גַּדoriginally meant “overwhelming
abundance of power” or “the ability to deliver” … or perhaps “the grandeur of mightiness”?145
Were they thinking of how this name will one day be inscribed on one of the gates of the New
Jerusalem – and that this “must” mean that Gad/God should be culturally redefined as a “perfectly
acceptable title” for our Heavenly Father? If so, then why did they culturally redefine it as δαιμονίω
(“demon”) for their Greek-speaking audience?
On a final note, if you closely examine the Septuagint text of Isaiah 65:11, you will notice the
appearance of the Greek idol of fortune, Tyche. This deity, as we covered in our previous section, is well
known as being the Greek equivalent of Gad/God. However, in Isaiah 65:11, Tyche is presented as the
Greek equivalent (and translation) of the deity named Meni. You might wonder why, in Isaiah 65:11,
Tyche is identified as the Greek equivalent of the Babylonian deity Meni instead of Gad/God. Wouldn’t it
have been more consistent to have presented Gad/God as Tyche’s equivalent instead of a word that means
“demon”? The late Dr. Walter A. Maier III, a scholar of ancient Semitic languages and culture, addressed
this question in an article that he contributed to The Anchor Bible Dictionary, where he offered some
insightful information pertaining to the appearance of the deity Gad/God in Isaiah 65:11:
Jewish tradition identified Gad with the planet Jupiter, regarded in Arabic
astrology as the star of greater fortune. Yet there is insufficient evidence to
establish that the apostates described in Isa 65:11 had such an understanding
of Gad. Gad has also been identified with the deity Tyche (Gk tychē),
“Fortune,” mentioned in Gk inscriptions, many of which come from the
Hauran. This identification is probably correct: An Aram-Gk bilingual
inscription from Palmyra apparently equates Gad and Tyche (however, see RE
5: 334). A minority of scholars would connect Tyche with another divinity
(e.g., Atargatis: RE 5:335), and the best-attested reading for the LXX at Isa
65:11 renders “Gad” with daimoni (or daimoniō), “demon,” and “Meni” with
tychē (for one possible explanation for this reading, see Delitzsch 1969: 484;
SDB 2:322). However, in some manuscripts “Gad” is rendered with tychē,
“Meni” with daimoni; the LXX at 30:11 has for the Heb gad (used in the
appellative sense) tychē; and for Isa 65:11 the Vg reads Qui ponitis Fortunae
mensam, “(You) who place a table for Fortune.”146

As explained by Dr. Maier, although the majority of Septuagint texts present daimonio as the
translation of Gad/God, and Tyche as the equivalent of Meni, there are some manuscripts that actually
retain the Genesis 30:11 connection between Gad and Tyche. It appears, then, that with the Isaiah 65:11
translation a copyist may have mistakenly substituted Tyche for Meni, whereas Tyche would more
accurately be Gad’s counterpart. The question is, which manuscripts have the “correct connection”?
Either way, whether the translator of Isaiah 65:11 considered Gad/God to be associated with a demon or
with the Greek idol of fortune, the heathen connection is unmistakable.
145

These are actual definitions for the Hebrew גד, as proposed by Dale George and Silvio Soto (cf., “Objection #9: Redefining
God: ‘The grandeur of mightiness’?”).
146
From The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Volume 2, David Noel Freedman, Editor-in-Chief, article “GAD (DEITY),” by Dr.
Walter A. Maier III, Doubleday, New York, N.Y., 1992, p. 863.
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In our previous section, we provided evidence from 5th century (pagan) author Macrobius that an idol
of fortune named Tyche was worshipped, not only in Greece, but also in Egypt. In our commentary, we
did not fully address the names of the other idols mentioned by Macrobius that were worshipped in
conjunction with Tyche. Nevertheless, it was certainly obvious that there were two “primary” deities,
represented by the sun and the moon. Tyche was a “moon deity.” Who was the sun deity? It was none
other than Daimon, whose name, as we have already learned, is translated “demon” in English. Is it a
coincidence that this same pair of idols, Daimon and Tyche, are both referenced – alongside each other, no
less – in the very same verse of Scripture (Is. 65:11) as well as in pagan author Macrobius’ work? Let’s
take another look at what Macrobius wrote:
[17] The Egyptians also maintain that the attributes of the caduceus depict the
generation, or "genesis" (γένεσις) as it is called, of mankind; for they say that
four deities are present to preside over a man's birth: Daimon (Δαίμονα),
Tyche (Τύχην), Eros (Έρωτα), and Anagkeh (ανάγκην). By the first two they
understand the sun and the moon; for the sun, as the source of the breath of life
and of heat and of light, is the creator and the guardian of a man's life and is
therefore believed to be Daimon (δαίμων), or god, of a newborn child; the
moon is Tyche (τύχη), since she is the deity of our bodies, which are subject to
the chance occurrences of events; love is represented by the kiss of the
serpents; and the knot is [the symbol of] Necessity.147

Based on the appearance of Daimon and Tyche in Macrobius’ work, I am inclined to believe that the
scholars who translated the Septuagint in the manner found in most manuscripts knew precisely what they
were doing. As we observed earlier, they identified Gad with Daimon and Meni with Tyche. To make
this connection all the more intriguing, we are about to see that both Gad/God and Meni were worshipped
as deities of fortune. The following information is taken from the Jamieson-Fausset-Brown Commentary
on Isaiah 65:11:
11. holy mountain—Moriah, on which the temple was.
troop—rather "Gad," the Babylonian god of fortune, the planet Jupiter,
answering to Baal or Bel; the Arabs called it "the Greater Good Fortune"; and
the planet Venus answering to Meni, "the Lesser Good Fortune" [Gesenius,
Kimchi, &c.]. Tables were laid out for their idols with all kinds of viands, and
a cup containing a mixture of wine and honey, in Egypt especially, on the last
day of the year [Jerome].
drink offering—rather, "mixed drink."
number—rather, "Meni"; as goddess of fortune she was thought to number
the fates of men. Vitringa understands Gad to be the sun; Meni the moon, or
Ashtaroth or Astarte (1Ki 11:33).

If both Gad and Meni were considered deities of fortune, it is understandable how the Babylonian
Meni (the “Lesser Good Fortune”) would be considered the counterpart of the Egyptian “lesser” moon
deity of fortune, Tyche, especially in view of the fact that both Meni and Tyche were “moon deities.”
Thus, although Daimon was not considered a deity of fortune, his sovereignty over Tyche made him the
logical counterpart to Gad.
147

Ambrosius Aurelius Theodosius Macrobius, op. cit., Book I, ch. 19:17.
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This same reasoning – identifying both Tyche and Meni as moon deities (Tyche for the Egyptians and
Meni for backslidden Israel) – is echoed by nineteenth century Hebraist Franz Delitzsch in the Keil &
Delitzsch Commentary on the Bible:
But if Gad is Jupiter, nothing is more probable than that Meni is Venus; for the
planet Venus is also regarded as a star of prosperity, and is called by the Arabs
“the lesser luck.” The name Meni in itself, indeed, does not necessarily point
to a female deity; for meni from mânâh, if taken as a passive participial noun
(like  בִרי ָה ב ְִריa creature), signifies “that which is apportioned;” or if taken as a
modification of the primary form many, like  ְצבִי ְטלִי גְדִ י, and many others,
allotment, destination, fate. We have synonyms in the Arabic mana-n and
meniye, and the Persian bacht (adopted into the Arabic), which signify the
general fate, and from which bago-bacht is distinguished as signifying that
which is exceptionally allotted by the gods. The existence of a deity of this
name meni is also probably confirmed by the occurrence of the personal name
 עבדמניon certain Aramaeo-Persian coins of the Achaemenides, with which
Fürst associates the personal name Achiman (see his Lex.), combining  מןwith
Μήν, and  מניwith Μήνη, as Movers (Phönizier, i. 650) and Knobel have also
done.  מןand  מניwould then be Semitic forms of these Indo-Germanic names
of deities; for Μήν is Deus Lunus, the worship of which is in Carrae (Charran)
is mentioned by Spartian in ch. vi. of the Life of Caracalla, whilst Strabo (xii.
3, 31, 32) speaks of it as being worshipped in Pontus, Phrygia, and other
places; and Μήνη is Dea Luna (cf., Γενείτη Μάνη in Plut. quaest. rom. 52,
Genita Mana in Plin. h. n. 29, 4, and Dea Mena in Augustine, Civ. 4, 11),
which was worshipped, according to Diodorus (iii. 56) and Nonnus (Dionys. v.
70 ss.), in Phoenicia and Africa. The rendering of the LXX may be quoted in
favour of the identity of the latter with ( מניετοιμάζοντες τω δαιμονίω (another
reading δαιμονι) τράπεζαν και πληρουντες τη τύχη κέρασμα), especially if we
compare with this what Macrobius says in Saturn. i. 19, viz., that “according
to the Egyptians there are four of the gods which preside over the birth of men,
Δαίμων, Τύχη, Έρως, Άνάγκη. Of these Daimōn is the sun, the author of
spirit, of warmth, and of light. Tychē is the moon, as the goddess through
whom all bodies below the moon grow and disappear, and whose ever
changing course accompanies the multiform changes of this mortal life.” In
perfect harmony with this is the following passage of Vettius Valens, the
astrologer of Antioch, which has been brought to light by Selden in his
Syntagma de Diis Syris: Κληροι της τύχης και του δαίμονος σημαίνουσιν
(viz., by the signs of nativity) ήλιον τε και σελήνην. Rosenmüller very
properly traces back the Sept. rendering to this Egyptian view, according to
which Gad is the sun-god, and Meni the lunar goddess as the power of fate.
Now it is quite true that the passage before us refers to Babylonian deities, and
not to Egyptian; at the same time there might be some relation between the
two views, just as in other instances ancient Babylonia and Egypt coincide.148
148

From Commentary on the Old Testament by C.F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, translated by Francis Bacon, Volume 7, “The
Prophecies of Isaiah,” by F. Delitzsch, translated by James Martin, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA (originally
published by T. & T. Clark, Edinburgh. 1866-91), 2001, p. 619. Another scholar who understood this same connection was J.
G. R. Forlong, in his book Rivers of Life, Vol. 2, p. 62, where he writes, “The moon, it is acknowledged, is the M ENI of Isaiah
lxv. 11, who with Gad or the Demon (no doubt, a Peor or Lingam which this prophet so hated) has ‘tables’ or sacrifices
prepared for him by these great phallic-worshipping tribes.”
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As asserted by Delitzsch, it appears likely that the intent of the Hebrew scholars who translated the
Septuagint was to convey to the Greek-speaking culture the similarity (if not the equivalence) between the
Gad/Meni relationship and the Daimon/Tyche relationship. The Greek culture would not likely have
understood who or what Gad and Meni are. While we certainly do not endorse those scholars’ decision to
substitute the names of Greek idols for the Hebrew ones, at the same time, we understand that their intent
was to address the abomination of idol worship, and a straightforward means of accomplishing that
objective was to hone in on the names of idols worshipped by the Greek culture.
I realize we have provided extensive information pertaining to this one seemingly minor verse of
Scripture, but it can all be briefly summarized by reinforcing the fact that when the Hebrew scholars came
to the name of the Babylonian idol Gad/God, it is significant that the name of the Greek idol they chose as
Gad’s equivalent is the idol Daimon — a name best understood in English as “demon” or “devil.” As we
asked earlier, so we ask again: If the Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint were in any way
persuaded that Gad/God should be culturally redefined as a “perfectly acceptable title” for our Heavenly
Father, then why did they culturally redefine it as δαιμονίω (“demon”) for their Greek-speaking
audience?
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Objection #5: “But the Name ‘God’ Will be Inscribed on
One of the Twelve Gates of the New Jerusalem!”
1. Were Any of the 12 Tribes’ Namesakes Worthy of Having
Their Names Attributed to Yahweh as a Title?
ollowing closely on the heels of Dauid ben Yacov’s logic that God must be an acceptable title for
Yahweh due to the fact that Yahweh did not rebuke Leah for giving Zilpah’s son that name is
another spin based on this same line of reasoning: As depicted in Ezekiel 48:34 and Revelation
21:12, the name God will be inscribed on one of the twelve gates of the New Jerusalem. Certainly,
as those espousing this rationale insist, the fact that this name will be found inscribed on one of those
twelve gates “proves” that Yahweh doesn’t mind if we refer to Him as “our God.” Again, we respond
with essentially the same answer as given earlier: Why is it that, out of ALL those twelve tribes, certain
individuals select the name “God” as an acceptable title for Yahweh? Why not choose “Dan” or
“Zebulun”? As stated earlier, we think we know the answer! It is because they want to “go along with
the crowd” (the wrong crowd, by the way), which subsequently entails following the path of least
resistance. Thus, our point is as follows: This is a case of honor versus compromise. The Englishspeaking peoples of this world recognize “God” as the name/title of the Creator, despite its less-thanhonorable origin. Certainly, if we go along with their custom, we will have more in common with them
and we will offend fewer people. If one is thus more interested in attracting converts to the Faith than in
outright pleasing and honoring the Heavenly Father, we can see why such an individual would pursue the
promotion of God as an acceptable title for Yahweh.

F

The very fact that “God” has been identified by Yahweh Himself as a deity worshipped by those who
FORSAKE Him demonstrates the dishonor appropriated to Him by those who willfully choose to refer to
Him with that title. Thus, despite the fact that “God” will appear on one of the twelve gates of the New
Jerusalem, Yahweh has not identified it as a “clean” Hebrew word. HE identifies it with the name of a
Canaanite idol.
Some individuals apparently believe that the name God’s appearance on one of the twelve gates of the
New Jerusalem somehow supersedes Yahweh’s identifying it as the name of a deity worshipped by those
who forsake Him. As for us, we can accept “God” as the name of two MEN found in Scripture. We can
accept “God” as being the name of a FALSE DEITY. This, however, is where we “draw the line.” We
are not willing to accept it as an appropriate title for our Almighty Heavenly Father. When it comes to
titles appropriated to Yahweh, is God REALLY the best we can do? Is it the best we can offer up to
Yahweh? To those who answer, “Yes” to that question, we can only reply that, based on all the available
evidence, we beg to differ!
As we ponder the name “God” appearing on one of those twelve gates of the New Jerusalem, we need
to likewise ponder all those other tribes whose names appear there, as well as the honor associated with
each one. Indeed, it is honorable to each tribe’s founding father to have his name inscribed on one of
those famous gates. Yet, despite whatever honor those names may hold for the tribes they represent, at
the same time we should consider a lesson from their history. Each of those twelve tribes dishonored
God’s Identity – According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars

Were Any of the 12 Tribes’ Namesakes Worthy of Having Their Names Attributed to Yahweh as a Title? 111

Yahweh by abandoning Him, rebelling against His laws, and even causing most of mankind to either
forget or otherwise trivialize His name. Whether they were from the tribe of God or from the tribe of
Zebulun, they rejected Yahweh’s leadership and authority. When it comes right down to it, none of those
names represented by those twelve tribes comes even halfway close to deserving the designation as one of
Yahweh’s titles. If the best title for Yahweh we can come up with is the name of one of those twelve
tribes, despite whatever wondrous magnificence they may appear to have while affixed to those twelve
gates of the New Jerusalem, then we are definitely “hard up” for honorable titles! It simply escapes us as
to how or why a culture could equate a man’s name, no matter who he is, as being “important” enough to
justify applying it as a title for the Creator of the universe.
We say this especially in reference to the title “God.”
A gentleman named Robert Young, in his own article designed to offer support for God as an
appropriate title for Yahweh, wrote the following:
The question we must answer is, ‘Does Yahweh approve of using this term?’
Not only is it the name of one of the tribes of Israel, and of one of Yahweh’s
own prophets, but as being the name of one of the tribes of Israel it will also
be the name of one of the gates in the millennial temple of Ezekiel (Ezek.
48:34) and also the name [of] one of the gates of the New Jerusalem, as
indicated in Revelation 21:10-12 compared with Revelation 7:5. I seriously
doubt that Yahweh would allow this to be the case if that tribe of Israel had
been named by a word that originated as the name of a pagan, demon idol
god. That He is not reluctant to change His servants’ names when He sees it is
fitting to do so is seen from the changes mentioned in the bible. He changed
‘Abram’ to ‘Abraham,’ ‘Jacob’ to ‘Israel,’ etc. If the word g-d was not a
generic Hebrew term to begin with, but the name of a demon who wanted to
have his name placed on an idol for worship, would Yahweh not have changed
the name of the tribe of Israel who had it just as He did these other names?
Would He not have changed it before assigning that tribal name a place in His
temple, and in His Holy City? It seems to me quite obvious that He would
have changed it if He were against it.149

Although much of what Mr. Young presents has already been successfully refuted, it is nevertheless
proper to address specific comments in hope that it will serve to further clarify our position. Mr. Young’s
apparent point is this: Even if Yahweh did condemn the deity named God, He must not have had too
much of a problem with that name or else He wouldn’t have allowed it to remain the name of one of those
twelve tribes, not to mention one of Yahweh’s own prophets, plus the fact that this name will indeed
appear on one of those twelve gates of the New Jerusalem! Therefore, as Mr. Young reasons, Yahweh is
not “against it.”
Please allow us to once again enlist the services of George Gabler, as we display a portion of the
response he gave to Mr. Young’s article:
It is dangerous to assume YAHWEH thinks like a man; therefore, it is
imputing motives to assume that YAHWEH could have or should have done
anything. For example, YAHWEH doesn’t condemn the term kawshaf as a
149

From the article “Is It Right to Call Yahweh Our God?” by Robert Young, May 2, 2001, p. 3.
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title, so perhaps we could call YAHWEH Kawshaf as a title? What is
‘kawshaf,’ you ask? It means ‘sorcerer, witch or witchcraft.’ If ‘kawshaf’
were the number one title by which the world worshipped, would it still be
okay to call YAHWEH that simply because He didn’t say not to? On the other
hand, YAHWEH did condemn Israel for following GOD! And according to
the English etymology, it means essentially the same as ‘kawshaf!150

As we have already pointed out, although various Biblical characters are recorded as having
undergone name changes, never is there an instance wherein this was done in order to replace a name that
had been given in honor of a false idol! God is the name of a man who was apparently named after the
Canaanite deity of fortune by the wife of a man who clearly tolerated idol worship within his own family.
The wife herself, as previously mentioned, was raised in a heathen environment. Cities named Baal-God
and Migdal-God were in existence at this time, a clear indication that a deity by this name was
worshipped by apostate believers. In view of all these factors alone, we believe any truth seeker earnestly
seeking to please Yahweh will scrupulously avoid referring to Him as “our God”!

150

From an e-mail rebuttal, sent by George Gabler as an attachment on May 3, 2001.
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e cannot properly end the discussion regarding the names chosen for infants (as well as the
various name changes as recorded in Scripture) without posing a question to the opposing
camp: “If the evidence you seek to persuade you that referring to Yahweh as “our God”
dishonors Him requires demonstrating why Yahweh didn’t direct Jacob to change the name
given to his seventh son, then please explain why the righteous believer named Apollos wasn’t directed to
change his name upon conversion to the Faith!”
As mentioned in Objection #4, this New Testament believer received only the highest marks of
commendation by those who wrote of him, yet no effort was ever made to change his name on account of
the idol after which he was clearly named! Note what is written concerning Apollos as recorded in Acts
18:24-28:
24

¶ Now there came to Ephesus a Jew named Apollos, a native of Alexandria.
He was an eloquent man, well-versed in the Scriptures.
25
He had been instructed in the Way of Yahweh, and he spoke with burning
enthusiasm and taught accurately the things concerning Yeshua,151 though he
knew only the baptism of John.
26
He began to speak boldly in the synagogue; but when Priscilla and Aquila
heard him, they took him aside and explained the Way of Yahweh to him more
accurately.
27
And when he wished to cross over to Achaia, the believers encouraged him
and wrote to the disciples to welcome him. On his arrival he greatly helped
those who through grace had become believers,
28
for he powerfully refuted the Jews in public, showing by the scriptures that
the Messiah is Yeshua.

Anyone reading the account of Apollos should be able to recognize and acknowledge the significant
role he served in bringing people to the Messiah. Without a doubt, he was a faithful servant of Yahweh.
Similarly, anyone familiar with Greek mythology should be able to recognize that the name Apollos is
derived from the Greek deity named Apollo, who was worshipped as the “god of hunting and healing.”152
The fact that there is no record on the part of anyone attempting to persuade Apollos to change his name
demonstrates that the Apostle Shaul and other believers clearly knew that there is no linguistic or moral
requirement for an individual undergo a name change upon becoming cognizant that the name he or she
was given at birth in fact emanates from the name of a heathen idol.
Since it is clear that there was no linguistic or moral mandate pertaining to the naming of a child
during the days of the apostles, it is reasonable to extend this same belief and practice backwards in time
151

While many Yahwists prefer to refer to the Messiah as either Yahshua or Yahúshua, June and I are more inclined to refer to
Him as Yeshua. We mainly base our reasoning on the transliteration of His name as found in various Hebrew and Aramaic
texts, such as the Shem Tob Hebrew Matthew, the Du Tillet Hebrew Matthew, and the Peshitta, all of which employ the
spelling ישׁוע, commonly transliterated Yeshua. The pronunciation favored by many Yahwists, Yahshua, is based on the
Hebrew spelling יהושׁע, which, unfortunately, is not found in any existing manuscripts documenting the life and ministry of the
Messiah. For a more thorough presentation of our perspective regarding this name, you’re invited to read our study entitled
The Name of the Messiah.
152
From Encyclopedia of Gods, by Michael Jordan, Facts on File, Inc., New York, NY, 1993, p. 21.
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to the days of the patriarchs. It is therefore unreasonable to argue in favor of the purity of the title God
based on the fact that no one attempted to change the name of Jacob’s seventh son, as this same trait holds
true for Apollos, whose name was likewise never changed despite its obvious derivation from the deity
Apollo.
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Objection #6: “If the Greeks referred to Yahweh as their
‘Theos,’ then why can’t we refer to Him as ‘our God’?”
1. Was There Ever an Idol Named Theos?
any Yahwists believe that there was a Greek deity named “Theos,” although no one has ever
produced the necessary evidence to justify such a belief. Indeed, if there had been a Greek
deity named Theos, and if early believers such as the Apostle Paul really referred to Yahweh as
“our Theos,” then one could make a legitimate case for referring to Yahweh as “our God,”
based on the obvious parallel. Since we only have Greek manuscripts to serve as our guide, it does appear
that the Apostle Paul and other believers did indeed refer to Yahweh as “our Theos.” But was Theos
derived from the name of a Greek deity? In the article “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” authors
Silvio Soto and Dale George present their case under the presumption that there was a Greek deity named
Theos, although they did not produce any evidence in support of their claim. Their argument centers
around the Apostle Paul’s famous sermon on Mars’ Hill in Athens, as recorded in Acts 17:16-31. Shown
below is Acts 17:22-23:

M

¶ Then Paul stood in front of the Areopagus and said, ‘Athenians, I see how
extremely religious you are in every way.
23
For as I went through the city and looked carefully at the objects of your
worship, I found among them an altar with the inscription, ‘To an unknown
god (theos).’ What therefore you worship as unknown, this I proclaim to you!
(New Revised Standard Version)
22

In Silvio Soto and Dale George’s commentary on this passage they astutely wrote,
This would mean that Paul was not troubled by an inscription that employed
the Greek word ‘theos,’ a translation of the Hebrew title ‘elohim.’ Since it is
only logical that as he proceeded to preach the message of salvation to the
people of Athens he must have continued to employ the term ‘theos’ (a
necessity, as he was speaking Greek). Who else was the Apostle referring to
by this Greek title other than to Yahweh? This fact demonstrates that as far as
Paul was concerned, the Greek word ‘theos’ (as a common noun) was
equivalent in meaning and CONCEPT to the Hebrew word ‘elohim’ (also a
common noun), proving once again that titles can be translated from one
language to another.”153

Our comment: We totally agree with the above observation, for the authors, at this point of their
commentary, are correctly operating from the perspective that theos is nothing more than a Greek title.
Regrettably, however, they proceed to make reference to the word theos as also being a PROPER NOUN,
which, so far as we have ever known, is simply not the case. Shown below is their commentary as it
appears on pages 42-43 of their article:
153

From the article “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” 1997, by Dale George and Silvio Soto, page 42 (pp. 72-73 of their
revision entitled The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names, published in Feb. 2001).
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The Apostle’s choice of words becomes even more revealing when one
considers that in verse 16 we are told that Paul was distressed because the city
was full of idols. Shouldn't this fact have caused the Apostle to become even
more determined not to employ the Greek term ‘theos’? Was Paul
compromising the integrity of the evangel or the reputation of Yahweh by
referring to Him by the Greek title 'theos'? Hardly! Was he then taking a big
gamble and risking the possibility of being misunderstood and of having
Yahweh confused with ‘Theos,’ the name (proper noun) of an idol that some
of these people served? Obviously, Paul did not think so!154

We respond: Although the authors mention a Greek idol by the name of Theos “that some of these
people served,” they do not list the resource from which they gleaned their information that it was indeed
the name of a Greek idol. It is true that for years we, too, tried and tried to prove that there was a Greek
deity named “Theos.” Unfortunately, however, we always came up empty-handed! The closest we ever
came to proving Theos as having originally been the name of a Greek deity came from the book The Final
Reformation, by C. J. Koster, which was republished in 1996 under the title Come Out of Her My People.
On page 50 of this book (page 45 of the new edition), we read the following:
And the word ‘Theos’? Donaldson in his ‘New Cratylus’ points out that ‘th’ is
frequently pronounced as ‘Dh’ in Greek, thus ‘Theos’ and ‘Dheos’ could be
the same, if only in pronunciation. Further, B.C. Dietrich, The Origin of
Greek Religion, p. 288, reveals to us a pair of deities, ‘Theos’ and ‘Thea.’
This proves that ‘Theos’ is not only a title, but also the name of a Greek
idol.155

The above information from Koster’s book seems credible on the surface, and would seem to prove
that “Theos” was originally the name of a deity. However, in our drive to personally examine his
resource, we visited the library and checked out a copy of the book cited by Koster as his reference: The
Origin of Greek Religion by B.C. Dietrich. To our disappointed amazement, we discovered that C.J.
Koster extrapolated from page 288 that which he wanted to use in order to justify what he wanted to
prove, despite the fact that the book in NO WAY infers that “Theos” and “Thea” were ever the names of
two idols! Let's read the actual quotation from the book, and YOU decide if it reveals a deity by the name
of “Theos”:
In Eleusinian myth, which one may assume to reflect Bronze Age belief,
beside the Two Goddesses another pair Theos and Thea, that is Pluton and
Persephone, enjoyed equal prominence. Both pairs were revered at Eleusis, a
site, we must remember, which saw uninterrupted cult into historic times
(Nilsson, Gesch. I, 470; Mylonas, Eleusis 198; 238). Admittedly the names
cannot be read before the fourth century, to our knowledge, namely on the
Lysimachides relief (Nilsson, Gesch. I, Pl. 39, 3; cf. the first century
Lacratides relief, Pl. 40), but that can hardly be an obstacle to the very early
currency of the god and goddess association. What is the original relationship,
or perhaps rather the difference between Pluton and Persephone? If
Persephone in fact from the beginning was a youthful aspect of the Potnia
concealed behind the Demeter figure, was the Maiden not as close to the
Mother as the companion, in this case Pluton, to the goddess? Perhaps a new
154
155

Ibid, pp. 42-43 (p. 73 of their revision).
From The Final Reformation, by C. J. Koster, 1986, Institute For Scripture Research, Republic of South Africa, p. 50.
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and full investigation of the Eleusinian evidence will provide some less
conjectural answers to these questions.156

As one can discern from the above quotation, “Theos” and “Thea” are listed NOT as names, but as
TITLES for Pluton and Persephone. The fact that Theos and Thea are solely mentioned as titles in
Dietrich’s book can easily be confirmed by doing a little investigating into Greek mythology. We found
most of our information in The Encyclopedia Mythica157 and Encyclopedia of Gods.158 Many of the
Greek deities did indeed have alternate names, and Thea was indeed the name of one of their many
“goddesses.” However, the female deity Persephone was never known by the alternate name Thea!
Instead, Persephone was also known as Koré, the “goddess” of spring and harvest. Koré, by the way, is
the Greek word for “little girl” or “maiden.” In fact, Thea and Persephone have completely separate
identities, Thea being the daughter of Uranus and Gaea and Persephone being the daughter of Zeus and
Demeter. This alone proves that Theos and Thea, as employed in B.C. Dietrich’s book, were strictly
recognized as titles for Pluton and Persephone. However, one can also investigate the Greek deity Pluton
to verify that he was never known by an alternate name such as Theos. Pluton, like Persephone, had an
alternate name, but it was Hades, not Theos! We thus have yet to see any solid evidence that "Theos" was
ever (in its original form) anything more than a generic title for any deity, much like the Hebrew
"Elohim." Therefore, any attempt to infuse anyone with the idea that Paul may have been confusing
Yahweh with a pagan deity's name in Acts 17 is not only unsubstantiated, but unfounded.
Furthermore, as pointed out by George Gabler, “If Theos were a known Greek deity, then the altar to
the UNKNOWN Theos makes no sense, since it is presumed that what is unknown is unnamed! Or to put
it simply, if it is named, it is known! The argument that Theos was a named deity falls flat when the
inscription is to the UNKNOWN.159

156

From The Origin of Greek Religion by B.C. Dietrich, Walter De Gruyter, publisher, Berlin, New York, 1974, page 288.
The Encyclopedia Mythica, published by M. F. Lindemans, 1995-2001.
158
Encyclopedia of Gods, by Michael Jordan, Facts on File, Inc., New York, NY, 1993.
159
From a private e-mail (entitled “Re: Theos Reply to Mr. Acheson’s Critique, Part One”) that we received from George
Gabler on 03/17/2001 at 6:44:22 PM.
157
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Objection 7: Does Scripture Endorse
the Application of Heathen Epithets to Yahweh?
1. “I Just Can’t See How It Dishonors Him ….”
ne of the many blessings of observing Yahweh’s feasts is being able to meet others of like faith,
which in turn leads to a lot of story-swapping and Bible-based discussions. One year, at one of
the many feast sites we have attended over the years, we fellowshipped with some old friends
who made a yearly custom out of driving all the way down to Texas to attend the Feast of
Tabernacles. On a pleasant, sunny afternoon during that feast, Mike and I were strolling about the
immense lawn and enjoying the pleasant fall Texas weather as we chatted about our personal experiences
and the daily challenges that confronted us, as believers, in an otherwise secular world. Our conversation
took a negative turn, however, when I expressed my concern regarding the decision of several within the
Yahwist community to regard the name/title God as an appropriate title for Yahweh. To my surprise, I
quickly discovered that Mike is among those who embrace this belief! During the limited time that we
had to visit, I summarized most, if not all, the reasons for why June and I feel this title actually dishonors
Yahweh. However, it soon became obvious that my words were falling on “deaf ears.” Mike just didn’t
seem able to process that referring to Yahweh as “God” dishonors Him. For reasons that he was
apparently not willing to divulge, he is obviously not ready to abandon the title God.

O

As anyone who has read this far into our study knows by now, June and I feel that anyone who has
read the history of this name (now mysteriously transformed into a title) should understand its less-thanillustrious origin and meaning. I provided a brief, yet concise summary of where “God” comes from, so
Mike’s adamant stand in favor of its use persuaded me that he has underlying reasons for not wishing to
give it up, but I did not pursue them. Instead, I simply asked, “Can you show me how referring to
Yahweh as ‘our God’ honors Him?”
He replied, “Well, I just can’t see how it dishonors Him ....”
I felt I had already explained to him exactly “how” referring to our Creator as “our God” does
dishonor Him, so obviously he either wasn’t listening to me or else he has no problem with referring to
our Creator with a “title” that is pronounced the same as the name of the Canaanite deity of fortune ... a
deity worshipped by those who forsake Yahweh (Isaiah 65:11). Mike obviously does not see the
connection, nor does he have a problem with taking that same Hebrew name, redefining it, converting it to
a “title,” then appropriating it to Yahweh. Clearly, he and I have very different understandings of the
meaning of the word “honor.” I attempted to give him an analogy using human terminology. “Consider
the English word ‘friend,’” I told him. “How would you like it if, instead of referring to you as my
‘friend,’ I were to henceforth refer to you as my ‘hitler’? Would this be considered an appropriate way to
enhance our relationship?” Consider the analogy: Just as many folks insist that there is nothing wrong
with employing the name of a detestable idol as a translation of the Hebrew title “Elohim,” a similar case
could be made for translating the Hebrew word reya (friend) into English as “hitler.” Knowing where this
word has been and the negative connotation that is now associated with it, would such a translation in any
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way convey respect for a person with whom I would like to cultivate a relationship? We need to give
Yahweh the same consideration, only on a much higher level!
My analogy had no effect on Mike’s perspective, and I began to understand that his perspective was
something about which he had already made up his mind. It was at this point in our conversation when he
mentioned something that, at the time, threw me completely off guard. Have you ever found yourself in a
disagreement wherein your opponent said something that, at the time, you were unable to answer because
it “threw you for a loop”? Only later does the proper response come to you, usually long after the
conversation has ended! This is what happened to me. Here is in essence what he said: “I’ll believe you
if you can show me any Scriptural examples of anyone ever being rebuked for mixing or incorporating
other languages, then referring to Yahweh with words or titles that were originally the names of deities
that those foreigners worshipped.”
As it turned out, I couldn’t think of any Scriptural examples of anyone ever being rebuked for
referring to Yahweh with any foreign titles that emanated from the names of heathen deities! I didn’t
have an answer for him. Later, however, well after our conversation had ended, the answer hit me like a
freight train plowing through a brick wall. The reason there is no record of anyone ever having been
rebuked for referring to Yahweh with a title that emanates from the name of a heathen idol is because
there are no recorded precedents of any such incidents ever having occurred! In other words, there is no
record of anyone in all of Scripture referring to Yahweh with a title that can be traced to the name of a
heathen deity. Since there is no record of anyone committing such an offense, there can likewise be no
record of anyone ever being rebuked for doing such a thing.
What Mike had just produced, whether intentionally or inadvertently, is what is commonly referred to
as a “Red Herring.” A “Red Herring” is defined as a fallacy in which an irrelevant topic is presented in
order to divert attention from the original issue. The basic idea is to “win” the argument by drawing
attention away from the actual topic while introducing another very similar, but irrelevant argument. The
name “Red Herring” originated with the sport of fox hunting. In this sport, a dried, smoked herring,
which is red in color, is dragged across the trail of the fox in order to throw the hounds off the scent.
Thus, a "red herring" argument is one which distracts the opponent from the issue in question through the
introduction of some irrelevancy.
In the case of my friend’s argument, he introduced the notion that there is no Scriptural record of
anyone ever having been rebuked for referring to Yahweh with a title that emanated from heathen idol
worship. Of course, his argument presupposes that there are Scriptural examples of believers referring to
Yahweh with titles that are derived from heathen idol worship. The point of his argument was this: Since
there is no record of any such rebukes, there is nothing wrong with referring to Yahweh as “God.”
Having dragged his “red herring” across the trail, he successfully diverted my attention, for I was unable
to think of any Scriptural examples of anyone ever having been rebuked for referring to Yahweh with a
title that originated with the name of a heathen idol! Mike certainly caught me off guard, and I was
completely unprepared to give answer. He won the argument – for the moment.
It was only later, when I was able to sift through the details of what Mike was actually suggesting and
inferring, that I was able to recognize his “red herring.” He had suggested that there are Scriptural
examples of individuals (believers or otherwise) who referred to Yahweh with titles whose origins
stemmed from heathen idol worship – and that no one had ever rebuked them for doing so! It was only
later, when I had the time to ponder his challenge, that the answer dawned on me. I silently exclaimed,
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“The reason I can’t produce any Scriptural examples of anyone ever being rebuked for referring to
Yahweh with words or titles that were originally the names of heathen idols is because there’s no record
that anyone was ever guilty of having done such a thing!” How can anyone be rebuked for doing
something that they didn’t do in the first place (unless they’re falsely accused)?
Although our discussion had ended an hour or so earlier – preventing me from immediately protesting
Mike’s inference that there is a Scriptural record believers referring to Yahweh with titles emanating from
heathen worship – I suddenly realized that he, like so many others we’ve encountered, is persuaded that
titles such as Elohim and Adonai were originally applied to pagan deities. However, as we have already
addressed (cf., Part I, chapter five), Elohim and Adonai can be shown from Scripture to be titles
originating from the pure worship that pre-dated corrupt worship.
As I pondered and fully grasped the ramifications of Mike’s “Red Herring Argument,” its fallacy
became apparent. The only problem was, in my drive to share this revelation with Mike, he was by this
time nowhere to be found. When I finally located him, he was engaged in conversation with other folks
and did not seem interested in pursuing further discussion with me. No other opportunities to continue
our discussion materialized, so I decided to scribble my response to Mike’s challenge, which I managed to
deliver him the next morning. He has never responded.
In the years that have elapsed since the visit I had with Mike, I continue to wonder how, since there is
no Scriptural record of anyone ever having referred to Yahweh as their “God,” we could come away with
the impression that He doesn’t mind. Isn’t it overly presumptuous of us to gamble on the “hunch” that
Yahweh doesn’t mind what titles we choose to attribute to Him? Yet, it is precisely this same perspective
that June and I have encountered, not only from Mike, but from many others. Are they really thinking
this through or are they content with “surface research”? Unless they can produce a reasonable, tangible
explanation, we are left to conclude that modern man has chosen to do that which none of the ancients
ever imagined doing: Taking the name of a heathen idol, converting it to a title, then dubbing that title “a
perfectly acceptable English translation of the Hebrew word elohim.” To even insinuate that this act is
not dishonorable is, in our estimation, an insult to Almighty Yahweh.
If we were to pursue the line of reasoning offered by Mike, we might decide to start referring to
Yahweh as “our Demon.” After all, there is no record in all of Scripture of anyone ever rebuking
someone for referring to Yahweh as “our Demon.” In the absence of such a record, it must be an
honorable thing to do, right? Or, as Mike might say, “I just can’t see how it dishonors Him ….” As we
will see later in this study, the Hebrew scholars who translated the version of Scripture known as the
Septuagint into Greek in the third century BCE chose to translate the Hebrew name “God” as “demon.”
This was their understanding of what the Hebrew word “( גַּדGod”) represents.
When we are presented with a belief that conflicts with our current understanding, we are duty-bound
to carefully, thoroughly and prayerfully investigate that belief, either proving it wrong or admitting to its
truthfulness. As we alluded in our introduction to this study, we are to “Prove all things; hold fast that
which is true.” The opposite of this is to not prove all things, and hold fast to that which we want to
believe regardless of whether or not it is truthful or even honorable to Yahweh. Which do we choose to
do? The ball has been in Mike’s court for several years now – and it is now in yours as well.
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2. If Yahweh Endorses Being Referred to With Heathen Epithets,
Where Do We Draw the Line?

A

few years after composing our original work, I was involved in yet another group discussion
pertaining to this same topic. This time, the discussion was in an internet forum discussion board,
where a participant produced a spin of the argument presented above by our friend Mike.
According to this variation, Yahweh actually endorses being referred to with “heathen epithets.”
As emotional as the group e-mail discussions of 2000-01 were, the heat was turned up even higher on the
forum discussion board. The discussion began innocently enough, with a newcomer to the forum posting
a short study entitled "GAD — GOD, GUD,”160 and asking the forum members to share their opinion on
the author’s research and conclusion. I didn’t read the study at that time, and only later did I realize that it
was actually an excerpt from C.J. Koster’s book The Final Reformation, which was later republished
under the name Come Out of Her, My People. I had previously read Koster’s book, and while I agree
with his view pertaining to the origin of the name/title God, I am not in agreement with his stand that we
must rid our vocabulary of any word whose origin can be traced to heathen worship. 161 A participant
who goes by the pseudonym “Mountain Jew” used the newcomer’s posting as an opportunity, not only to
submit his review of Koster’s book, but also to lend his support in favor of the name/title God. Upon
reading Mountain Jew’s commentary, I felt obligated to respond. When you read his comments,
presented in authoritative fashion, yet distorting and misconstruing Scripture, you will hopefully
understand why I was compelled to join the discussion.
The ensuing dialogue became very unpleasant and at times insulting. We will provide some details of
that discussion in this revision, primarily in our “Answers to Objections” segment at the end of this study.
For now, however, I will only provide Mountain Jew’s response to the opening question:
Shalom LuvYah,
The article may have the appearance of scholarly research and insight, however it is
rather dilettantish. Koster cuts many corners and makes huge leaps by bending the rules
of the matrix. He likes to drop names of etymologists but does not actually quote them
when it would certainly be relevant.162 He also goes on many distracting tangents trying
to villify the term "god" by a guilt-by-association approach that has no etymological
basis. He leaves out many facts that easily dismantle this presumption.
Here are just a few factual points to ponder.

160

The study referenced by the newcomer (identified by the pseudonym “LuvYah”), is actually taken from chapter two, section
15, of the book Come Out of Her My People, by Dr. C.J. Koster, Institute for Scripture Research, Republic of South Africa,
1996, pp. 53-57. This book was originally published in 1986 under the title The Final Reformation. The section entitled
“GAD — GOD, GUD” is also available for reading online by accessing the following URL:
http://www.iahushua.com/ST-RP/glory.htm#GAD.
161
We address why we do not support eliminating every “unclean” word from our vocabulary in Part I, ch. 6, sec. B: “If We
Reject the Heathen “God,” Must We Reject Every “Unclean” Word.”
162
We agree with Mountain Jew’s observation here. For example, in Objection #6, ch. 1 (“Was There Ever an Idol Named
Theos?”), we address how Koster cited a book authored by B.C. Dietrich as a validation for his belief that there was a Greek
idol named Theos. Koster didn’t provide the actual quote, and when we finally accessed the book, we found that he misapplied
the information offered by Dietrich. Dietrich listed two idols named Pluton and Persephone as Theos and Thea. Theos and
Thea were not mentioned as names, but as titles – Theos for the male deity, Pluton, and Thea for the female deity, Persephone.
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The name GAD is one of the sons of Israel and will be written on the gates of the New
Jerusalem. If GAD is so BAD, then how can this also be the name of one of the 12 sons of
Israel, and also be written on the gates of Jerusalem?163
There is absolutely no etymological connection between the English "god" and the
Hebrew "gad".164
There is not a single idol named "God" in any culture at any time.165
A look in any modern etymological dictionary shows there is no controversy or confusion
over the origin of "god" or between it and "good". If the origin really is obscure as Koster
claims, then he can't make any definite conclusions, but decides to anyways. This
basically became filler for his book.
Julius Porkorny offers excellent proof in his IndoGermanic Dictionary of Etymology
against anti-god sacred namers (which ironically they reference), I encourage everyone
to read this reference for themselves.166
The torah endorses the application of "heathen" epithets to YHWH.

163

We respond to this reasoning in Objection #5 (“But the Name ‘God’ Will be Inscribed on One of the Twelve Gates of the
New Jerusalem!”), but briefly, the name “Gad” (pronounced gawd or gahd in Hebrew) is the name of a man. Is there a
precedent for applying a man’s name as a title for the Almighty of Israel? Moreover, anyone who carefully examines the “sons
of Israel” whose names are to appear on the gates of Jerusalem understands that, in spite of the honor attributed to having each
of those names on a gate of Jerusalem, failed to live up to the standards that Yahweh gave them to live by, further diminishing
whatever honor man may choose to derive from its use. Finally, there can only be one reason for selecting the name “Gad”
instead of a name belonging to one of the other tribes: Our society has pre-determined that it is an acceptable name/title. For
those willing to “just accept” modern society’s choice of titles without diligently researching why, “God” will continue to be
the title of choice.
164
Mountain Jew here uses a clever ploy designed to create a phonetic distinction between “God” and “Gad.” As we have
previously established, God and Gad are pronounced the same in Hebrew: Gawd (or as some would prefer, Gahd). The
identical pronunciation notwithstanding, we will demonstrate later in our study that, in spite of the uncertainty of some
etymologists, others are just as forthright in tracing the English “God” to the Canaanite idol of fortune. This issue certainly
goes well beyond the “guilt by association” ruse attributed earlier in Mountain Jew’s commentary.
165
Of course, stating, “There is not a single idol named ‘God’ in any culture at any time” is a ridiculous, unsubstantiated
remark, which is simply not true. We need only ask Mountain Jew if he can provide us with the pronunciation of the name of
the idol whose worship is condemned by Yahweh is Isaiah 65:11. This idol’s name, according to the Hebrew text, is גָד.
Although we have had Hebrew professors confirm that  גָדis pronounced gawd/gahd, you can actually hear for yourself how
this word is pronounced by accessing the following URL and clicking on the “speaker” icon:
http://www.biblestudytools.com/lexicons/hebrew/nas/gad-2.html. (Note: This link worked as of January 2010). In Obj. #4,
ch. 6, we provided a link to the Greek pronunciation of this name, which, again, is gawd).
166
Since I do not own the dictionary recommended here by Mountain Jew, I decided to see if I could find it online. I found it
and discovered that not only does Mountain Jew misspell the author’s last name (it should be “Pokorny”), but I also found no
etymological information pertaining to Gad, God or Gott. The best I could find was information linking the root deiuos to
“demon,” as follows: “ Root / lemma: (dei-1, deiə-, dī-, diā- English meaning: to shine; day; sun; sky god, god; o-stem d iuo-s `god,
the divine': Old Indian dēv h `god' (dēvī `goddess'), av. daēva- `demon';” According to this dictionary, the Latin deus comes from
this root. See Indo-European Etymological Dictionary - Indogermanisches Etymologisches Woerterbuch (J. Pokorny), which
may be read by accessing the following URL: http://dnghu.org/indoeuropean.html. This would hardly be considered as
evidence supportive of referring to Yahweh with a heathen epithet, unless one would likewise support referring to Him as “our
Demon.” This is the logical progression of this line of reasoning, and in fact conforms to our previously-established
connection between Gad/God and the Greek δαιμονίω (“demon”).

God’s Identity – According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars

If Yahweh Endorses Being Referred to With Heathen Epithets, Where Do We Draw the Line?

123

The meaning of "god" and the meaning of "gad" are completely unrelated. 167
There really is a similar meaning shared by "el" and "god".168
There actually is a common etymological root to God and YHWH. 169
There are many holes in the antiGod rhetoric, and they are something I will address in a
report shortly that covers all these and more points. Remember a story always sounds
reasonably true until you hear the other side.170

As explained within the numerous footnotes that we incorporated within Mountain Jew’s
commentary, we address many of his “factual points” elsewhere in this study. One notable exception is
his claim that the Torah endorses the use of heathen epithets to YHWH. We highlighted that particular
claim in order to clarify that we have chosen to specifically address that claim in this chapter of our study.
We included Mountain Jew’s entire posting so as to provide the complete context for his remarks.
Since the reasoning that Mountain Jew presents follows along with Mike’s “red herring” argument –
that Scripture doesn’t record anyone being rebuked for referring to Yahweh with a title that originated
with the name of a heathen deity – we decided to incorporate our response in this portion of our study.
Please bear in mind that making a statement that the Torah actually endorses applying heathen epithets to
Yahweh is a meaningless generalization – unless it can be substantiated. Mountain Jew did not offer his
readers any evidence supporting his generalization. In fact, when I asked him to provide supportive
evidence validating this and other statements, here is the answer he provided:
I deliberately did not offer any documentation whatsoever. Why? Because it is not hard to learn if
what I wrote was factual. Whether or not one posts sources shouldn't ultimately matter, since I
always check out the information anyways. If I limited myself to your sources then I might come
away with your conclusion. That is why I am letting you and anyone else freely verify what I
presented, because it will in the end lend more credibility and it will force you to do some more

167

This is more or less a repeat of Mt. Jew’s comment that there is no etymological connection between the English “God”
and the Hebrew “Gad.” Certainly, if there is no etymological connection between the two terms, then we shouldn’t expect
them to be related. However, as we will address later in our study, not only does at least one etymologist understand there to
be an etymological connection, but so did ancient Hebrew scholars.
168
Mt. Jew did not ever share what the “similar meaning” shared by “el” and “god” is. The only “shared meaning” that we are
aware of involves agreeing with the translators’ arbitrary decision to culturally redefine “Gad/God” as the English equivalent
of elohim. It would have been no different if those same translators had decided to culturally redefine “nisroch” and carry it
over to the English language as the equivalent of elohim. Such a translation would have automatically given Nisroch, the name
of an Assyrian deity, a “similar meaning” to share with elohim. We address the danger of culturally redefining words in
Objection #3 (“Should a Culture Redefine a Word Borrowed From Another Language?”).
169
“There actually is a common etymological root to God and YHWH”: Until I read this statement from Mountain Jew, I
had never heard of any claims (scholarly or otherwise) that YHWH and God are traced to the same etymological root word.
He did not offer support for his claim, nor have we heard of any subsequent claims connecting God to the Tetragrammaton
since the conclusion of our 2008 discussion. We are left to conclude that this is simply a false statement on the part of
“Mountain Jew.”
170
This is a complete posting submitted by an individual who goes by the pseudonym “Mountain Jew” on 12-03-2004 at 10:26
PM EST in the forum thread entitled “what does ‘G_D’ mean?” This forum discussion may still be read by accessing the
following URL: http://www.eliyah.com/forum2/Forum10/HTML/002078.html.
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research for yourself. It's one thing if you are stuck after having tried but I don't believe I should
always be doing other's homework. I'd rather give you some signposts - at this point.171

Again, the above is Mountain Jew’s response to my request for supportive quotes validating his
generalizations. In addition to ignoring a primary rule of journalistic responsibility, he expects his
reading audience to simply trust that he “does his own homework” responsibly. In our years of
experience involving religious discussions of a controversial nature, we have found that some individuals
either produce material that is nonfactual or they will misconstrue information that they paraphrase from
the various sources that they cite. Where does Mountain Jew fit in? Certainly, if the Torah endorses the
application of heathen epithets to Yahweh, it should not be difficult to produce the necessary proof texts
from the Torah. However, he supplied no proof texts to support his claim.
I’m going to presume that Mountain Jew knows enough about the Torah to know that there is no verse
that supports referring to Yahweh with heathen epithets. How, then, are we to glean this “pearl of
wisdom” from the Torah without Mountain Jew offering us any clues? It appears that Mountain Jew, like
so many others with whom we have had this same type of discussion, is persuaded that titles such as Baal,
Melek, Elohim and Adonai are “heathen epithets.” How did Mountain Jew reach this conclusion? Was it
from anything written in the Torah? No, for as we have previously demonstrated, these are titles
originally attributed to Yahweh, then later misappropriated to heathen idols. This makes them “clean”
titles.
Answering the question, “To whom were the titles Baal, Melek, Elohim and Adonai attributed
FIRST?” should be as easy as answering the famous “Which came first – the chicken or the egg?”
question. Those who support belief in a Creator are (usually) quick to answer that the chicken came
first.172 Those who understand Torah should be just as quick in answering that Yahweh was a Baal long
before any such thing as a “false idol” existed! As such, Baal cannot properly be considered a “heathen
epithet.” Neither can Melek, Elohim or Adonai. Can we say the same for, say, the Assyrian idol named
Nisroch? This name is clearly a “heathen epithet.” According to Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee
Dictionary, this word is of foreign origin. It is a true “heathen epithet”:
5268.  נְסִר ֹךּNiçrôk, nis-roke'; of for. or.; Nisrok,
a Bab. idol: — Nisroch.

Certainly, if the Torah endorses the application of heathen epithets to Yahweh, as forthrightly stated
by Mountain Jew, then there can be nothing wrong with anyone referring to Yahweh as “our Nisroch.”
Nevertheless, there is no approved Scriptural example of anyone ever doing such a thing. We believe
there is a valid reason for the missing approval.
We really need to think through Mountain Jew’s “rule” clearly before taking his unsubstantiated word
for it and acting prematurely. We should be able to examine the Scriptural record and conclude that,
indeed, terms such as Baal were rightly applied to Yahweh long before unregenerate men decided to
apply them to the names of idols. Such being the case, then, Baal cannot be rightly considered a “heathen
epithet.” On the other hand, we should also be able to examine the Scriptural record and conclude that
terms originating as names of heathen idols were never applied to Yahweh by His servants. For example,
171

Excerpt from a posting submitted by “Mountain Jew” on 12-05-2004 at 04:36 AM EST in the forum thread entitled “what
This forum discussion may still be read by accessing the following URL:
http://www.eliyah.com/forum2/Forum10/HTML/002078.html.
172
Cf., Genesis 1:21.
does ‘G_D’ mean?”
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no one ever referred to Yahweh as “our Nisroch.” No one ever referred to Yahweh as “our Apollo” or
“our Osiris.”
Although we have previously demonstrated that Baal, Melek and Adonai are originally-pure titles,
untainted by heathen worship until they were later corrupted by unregenerate men, it seems that we
cannot repeat this fact often enough because some folks just do not seem willing or able to process it. No
one (to our knowledge) will argue that the name Yahweh, even though it clearly has a pure origin, has
been corrupted by heathens … but this certainly doesn’t mean we should no longer call upon that name.
Mountain Jew’s task, then, is to provide us with examples of names originally used in reference to idols,
and then applied to Yahweh by righteous men of Old. Mountain Jew was apparently not up for the task
because he did not produce any examples.
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S

ometimes the same challenge can be issued under a different guise, or with a new twist. The man
mentioned in chapter one, Mike, challenged me to provide him with any examples wherein anyone
was ever rebuked for mixing other languages with the Hebrew, then referring to Yahweh with a title
that matched the name of one of the deities those foreigners worshipped. The answer, of course, is
that there can be no record of such rebuke if there is no Scriptural precedent. In other words, just as we
cannot produce a record of such a rebuke, neither can our friend produce a record of anyone referring to
Yahweh with a title that can be shown to have been the name of a heathen deity in another language. The
example we mentioned in chapter two involves the Assyrian deity named Nisroch. We read of Nisroch in
II Kings 19:37 and Isaiah 37:38:
38

And it came to pass, as he [Sennacherib] was worshipping in the house of Nisroch his god, that
Adrammelech and Sharezer his sons smote him with the sword; and they escaped into the land of
Armenia: and Esarhaddon his son reigned in his stead.

There can be no question that Nisroch identifies a heathen idol. In our previous chapter, we
established that, contrary to Mountain Jew’s claim, there is no Torah endorsement of referring to Yahweh
with a heathen epithet, nor is there a record of anyone referring to Yahweh as “our Nisroch” or “our
Osiris.” Thus, in response to Mike’s challenge that I produce a record of anyone ever being rebuked for
referring to Yahweh with a title matching the name of a foreign deity, I can challenge him to produce the
record that anyone (in Scripture) ever did such a thing in the first place.
Since there is no record of anyone in Scripture ever referring to Yahweh as “our Nisroch” or “our
Horus,” there is likewise no record of anyone ever being rebuked for doing such a thing. Does the fact
that no one is ever recorded as having been rebuked for referring to Yahweh as their “Nisroch” imply that
today we as English-speaking people can freely employ that word as “a perfectly acceptable English
translation” of the Hebrew Elohim? By no means!
Nevertheless, if we accept and employ the logic promoted by the authors of the article “The Truth
Regarding Inspired Titles,” we would have to draw the conclusion that Nisroch would indeed be an
appropriate title to apply to Yahweh, as there is no record of such names/titles being forbidden when
applied to Him in all of Scripture! One of the authors of the aforementioned article, Silvio Soto, wrote the
following to establish their position that words such as God (and hence Nisroch) have no Scriptural
“points of contention”:
We challenge anyone to show an instance where in the Scriptures a word was forbidden or rejected on
account of its origins. Not even ‘Baali’ in Hosea 2:16-17 is to be rejected as a word on the grounds of
its origins!! Again all this fuss, investigations, research, documentation, and emphasis into the origins
of a word (or words) is both unscriptural as it is pointless.173

Mr. Soto’s “challenge” is really no different than the other one already mentioned above. What he is
doing, in a nutshell, is challenging anyone to prove that Yahweh doesn’t like it when certain words of
questionable origins are applied to Him as titles. Since there is no Scriptural record of anyone ever doing
such a thing – applying names originally attributed to heathen deities as titles for Yahweh – we need to be
173

From an e-mail editorial entitled “Teutonic vs. Semetic origin for ‘god,’” authored by Silvio Soto on 03/10/01. Curiously,
Mr. Soto only sent his completed commentary to Dale George, who then forwarded it to 30 e-mail recipients (excluding us)
that same day at 7:19 PM. A member of the distribution list later forwarded Soto’s composition to June and me.
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very careful about presuming that they did. Please notice that Mr. Soto makes the same mistake that all
“GOD” proponents seem to make: He assumes that Baali is of heathen origin. Saddled with this false
premise, Mr. Soto essentially maintains that it is “anything goes” insofar as titles that we can honorably
apply to Yahweh.
Our response to him is, “Where do we ‘draw the line’ between what words are appropriate and which
words are not when used in reference to Yahweh?” Well, he answered that question in the same editorial
referenced above:
As far as it concerns the arguments that are currently being advanced by those in the Sacred-Name
Movement who reject the word ‘God,’ THE ORIGIN OF THIS WORD IS AT BEST AN
INTERESTING FACT, BUT HAS NO REAL CONSEQUENCE OR BEARING IN HELPING TO
DETERMINE THE TRUTHFULNESS OF THE DOCTRINAL STAND ADVOCATED AGAINST
THE WORD ‘GOD’!! It is entirely INCONSEQUENTIAL TO US (from a moral standpoint or matter
of sin) where or from what source the word ‘God’ originated from, BECAUSE THE LINGUISTIC
PRACTICE SANCTIONED BY INSPIRATION PUTS NO SPECIAL INTEREST ON THE
ORIGINS OF WORDS WHEN IT COMES TO DETERMINING IF THEY ARE ACCEPTABLE
UNTO YAHUEH! If Yahueh was not concerned with the origins of a word, then spending time and
resources pursuing this line of reasoning is irrelevant to the debate!174 (Emphasis his)

As Mr. Soto plainly states, he is persuaded that Yahweh is completely indifferent to whatever words a
man may choose to apply to Him as a title. By employing Soto’s reasoning, it is indeed “anything goes”
insofar as titles that we choose to appropriate to Yahweh. In our examination of the possible implications
of this logic, we can only wonder if Mr. Soto believes that it would be acceptable to Yahweh if we were
to refer to Him as our Zeus. Curious to know exactly “where” he draws the line, we asked him. Since
Yahweh is “not concerned with the origins of a word,” as he puts it, then by incorporating and applying
this reasoning to its furthest extremes, we would be left to agree that Yahweh must not mind if anyone
should desire to refer to Him as “Yahweh our Zeus.” Mr. Soto responded, and true to the above
commentary, he expressed support for those who choose to refer to Yahweh as “our Zeus”! Here is an
excerpt from his reply:
This may surprise many on this list, but the fact is that I do call Yahueh my Zeus (although not in
those exact words).175

In the following paragraph of his e-mail, he attempted to explain his remark:
I do not know to what extent everyone is familiar with the Spanish language (my mother tongue),
however, the common Spanish translation of Elohim (and of the English God) is DIOS. As we all
know (and I hope agree upon) the word DIOS in Greek was derived from the name of Zeus and was
used as a replacement of it. Therefore, when I say to a Spanish speaking person, ‘Yahueh es mi
DIOS’ (Yahueh is my God), technically speaking, I am saying Yahueh is my Zeus. It is just how the
language cookie crumbles.
However, would I ever call Yahueh ‘my Zeus’ in the present English language or culture? NO, I
WILL NOT! Why? BECAUSE UNLIKE THE SPANISH LANGUAGE, ZEUS IS NOT
COMMONLY RECOGNIZED OR EMPLOYED IN THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE WITH ANY

174

Ibid.
From a group e-mail (entitled “Re: Larry’s Reply Re: GAD Etymology”) that Silvio Soto sent to 35 recipients on March
20, 2001 at 11:47:11 PM CST.
175
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OTHER INTENTION THAN THE PROPER NAME OF A FALSE DEITY! I hope this is clear to
all.176

We can only suggest that everyone beware of the “language cookies” offered by Mr. Soto. As
expressed above, “technically speaking,” he refers to Yahweh as “his Zeus.” Given this “free reign” to
refer to Yahweh with virtually any title that an individual feels linguistically comfortable using, one can
only wonder where Mr. Soto “draws the line,” i.e., what epithet directed towards Yahweh would shock
Mr. Soto, or at least cause him to question the sincerity of the individual employing the word! Although
this was one of the many questions that we asked Mr. Soto, as of this date (2010) we are still awaiting his
reply. The only disclaimer issued by Mr. Soto regarding applying “our Zeus” to Yahweh is to explain
that, based on the common understanding within our English-speaking culture that Zeus is only
recognized as the proper name of a false deity, he will not employ it. Otherwise, in spite of the fact that it
is indeed name of a heathen deity, he would assuredly have no problem with its usage. In other words, if
the majority of our society was to lean towards a dual application of “Zeus” as both the name of a heathen
idol and a generic title used in reference to deity, Soto would accept this cultural understanding and “join
the crowd.”
The word Zeus, though traced to the name of the chief deity worshipped by the Greeks, may in fact
have a fairly noble meaning in its original form. According to Cruden’s Complete Concordance, the
name “Zeus” means “bright” or “shining.”177 With this understanding in mind, one could conceivably
operate under the presumption that Zeus was a “clean word” in its inception. And you know what?
“Bright” is such a nice word, so why not apply that term to Yahweh? Since Yahweh is light, and in Him
there is no darkness (I John 1:5), there should be nothing wrong with referring to Him as “Bright” or “The
Bright One,” i.e., Zeus. Thus, in keeping with the logic employed by the authors of “The Truth
Regarding Inspired Titles,” not only is it acceptable to refer to Yahweh as “our God,” but we can also
refer to Him as “our Zeus”!
This brings us back to the challenge issued by one of the authors of “The Truth Regarding Inspired
Titles.” The word Zeus in and of itself is never “forbidden or rejected on account of its origins.” Thus
equipped with their logic (and their blessing), we are free to employ this name as a title -- an “acceptable
English translation” of the Hebrew Elohim -- in reference to Yahweh, as it is never “forbidden or
rejected” as a word. What the prudent believer needs to consider, however, is the fact that no New
Testament author ever referred to Yahweh as “our Zeus” (Διος ημων), even though that deity was most
assuredly worshipped by heathen Greeks of that time period. If there should be any question whatsoever
as to whether or not those ancient believers considered it kosher to refer to Yahweh as “our Zeus,” then
this one fact, in and of itself, should remove all doubt. Those who take the “sure road” will not gamble
their faith on the possibility that redefining a heathen idol’s name as a title for Yahweh might dishonor
Him.

176

Ibid.
From Cruden’s Complete Concordance to the Old and New Testaments, by Alexander Cruden, A.M., 1975, Zondervan
Publishing House, Grand Rapids, MI, p. 797. This reference’s complete listing falls under the listing of “Jupiter,” which is a
mistranslation of Zeus as it appears in the King James Version of the Bible, and is displayed below:
177

“It is the same as θεός, deus, i.e., the sun; and is cognate with the Persian Deev or Dew (bright, shining, hence heaven)
and the Sanscrit Deva and Deveta. Perhaps it is akin to dies, day (as in Diespiter, i.e., Dies Pater, or Father Day), and
hence Zeus is the Heaven, the god who gives light from heaven, and fertility to the earth.”
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Rather than taking the “sure road” and avoiding that which no true believer of Old is ever recorded as
having dared to do, the authors of “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles” in fact promote an individual’s
freedom to choose any word that he or she personally deems appropriate and, upon clearing it through
“culture customs,” subsequently employing it as a “title of choice” to use in reference to our Creator.
This “pro-choice” mentality will serve to accomplish nothing more than to open a veritable “Pandora’s
box” of words that different personalities will dub as suitably appropriate titles for Yahweh, all based
upon their own individual whims. Within the framework of such a liberal arena of titles, one would have
to excuse any individual for choosing to employ all manner of the following possibilities, and more:
Yahweh our Zeus

For those who identify with the chief deity of the Greeks

Yahweh our Nisroch

For those who identify with the chief deity of the Assyrians

Yahweh our Asherah

For those who prefer to give Yahweh a more feminine touch

Yahweh our Tartak

For those who might wish to identify Yahweh with the deity
worshipped by the Avvites.

Yahweh our Ganesh

For those who might wish to identify Yahweh with the elephant-faced
deity worshipped in India.

Yahweh our Osiris

For those who might wish to identify Yahweh with the Egyptian idol
of death.

Yahweh our Rhea

For those who might with to identify Yahweh with the goddess of the
earth.

Yahweh our Thor

For those who like to identify Yahweh with the Norse deity of
Thunder, considered to be the strongest of all deities.

Those who accept and employ the reasoning promoted by the authors of “The Truth Regarding
Inspired Titles” must simultaneously embrace the honorable application of any of the above titles to our
Heavenly Father, for in keeping with their teaching, “INSPIRATION PUTS NO SPECIAL INTEREST
ON THE ORIGINS OF WORDS WHEN IT COMES TO DETERMINING IF THEY ARE
ACCEPTABLE UNTO YAHUEH!!” If one wishes to adopt this “the sky’s the limit” approach, then
certainly he or she will have no qualms about using any of the above words in reference to Yahweh, so
long as their “hearts are in the right place.”
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L

et’s reexamine the e-mail testimony sent by Mr. Soto in which he shared his feelings pertaining to
referring to Yahweh as his Zeus. He also mentioned referring to Yahweh as his Dios, a title that,
to most Bible believers, is perfectly acceptable when employed in reference to Yahweh. Here,
again, is what he wrote:

Therefore, when I say to a Spanish speaking person, ‘Yahueh es mi DIOS’ (Yahueh is my God),
technically speaking, I am saying Yahueh is my Zeus. It is just how the language cookie crumbles.

Does referring to Yahweh as “mi Dios” (my Dios) honor Him? Note carefully that Mr. Soto chose to
translate “Dios” as “God,” which is the practice of most modern linguists. Is it possible that this Spanish
word, like God, is in fact the name of a heathen deity? This Spanish word, considered by normative
Christianity to be an “acceptable translation” of the Hebrew Elohim, is a “language cookie” that everyone
should investigate before sinking their teeth into it! Let’s take a closer look at this word!
Most of the Bible-believing world accepts Zeus as being the repugnant, detestable name of a heathen
idol -- the chief deity worshipped by pagans in ancient Greece. As abhorrent as Zeus is, however, we are
about to discover that Dios is even worse! Earlier we read the following from Mr. Soto’s commentary
regarding Zeus/Dios:
As we all know (and I hope agree upon) the word DIOS in Greek was derived from the name of Zeus
and was used as a replacement of it.

Is Soto’s assessment regarding the origin of Dios correct? Is Dios derived from Zeus? Or could it be
the other way around?
Believe it or not, the word dios actually comes closer to being spelled and pronounced EXACTLY
like the name of the chief deity of the Greeks -- more so than the English rendering Zeus does! The
actual Greek spelling for Zeus (#2203 in Strong’s Greek Dictionary of the New Testament) is “delta, iota,
omicron, sigma” (Διος). The spelling of this word, carried over into both Spanish and English (letter for
letter), is D-I-O-S. This represents the exact spelling of the word rendered Zeus as found in the Greek
text of Acts 14:13! Displayed below is the text of Acts 14:12-13, as taken from The Interlinear Bible178:

As displayed by the Greek text of Acts 14:13, the “priest of Zeus” is more accurately rendered “priest of Dios.”
178

This is a scanned copy of Acts 14:12-13, as taken from The Interlinear Bible: Hebrew-Greek-English, Jay P. Green, Sr.,
General Editor and Translator, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1986, p. 856.

God’s Identity – According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars

The Challenge Reworded

131

As plainly demonstrated within the Greek text of Acts 14:13, DIOS is the actual representation of the
name of the Greek’s chief deity! Is this a title that you would choose to employ in reference to Yahweh?
Does this name/title honor Yahweh? In our opinion, it most certainly does not!
Since the Greek form of Zeus identically matches the Spanish word Dios (allowing for different
alphabet characters), it is obvious that they can and should be considered one and the same word. Thus,
contrary to Mr. Soto’s claim, this goes beyond the one word being “derived” from the other: they are
both the same. Since Dios and Zeus are in essence one and the same, and especially since Dios is the
exact representation of the name of the chief deity worshipped in ancient Greece, we do not believe
referring to Yahweh either as our Zeus or as our Dios honors Him in any way.
Today’s widespread acceptance of Dios serves as a reminder of how conditioned our society has
become to such a term, which is also found in such a common expression as the Spanish word “Adiós.”
Very, very few people are even remotely aware that this name/title is spelled and pronounced the same as
the name of the chief deity worshipped in ancient Greece. Most people would have an extremely adverse
reaction at the thought of referring to our Creator as ZEUS or as “their Zeus,” yet they would freely
employ the term DIOS, as Mr. Soto did in his commentary. Without a doubt, the people of this world
have been misled into recognizing Dios as a “perfectly acceptable Spanish translation” of the Hebrew title
Elohim. Could the adversary be behind this subtle deception?
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5. Is your heart in the right place?
ears ago, when June and I first began Sabbath observance, we encountered the “hearts in the right
place” mentality so prevalent in today’s society. Upon presenting our case in favor of observing
the Sabbath, many would excuse themselves, pointing out that Sabbath observance to them is
more than setting aside a day a week for the Creator, it is “resting in Him” every day, etc., etc.,
and the most important thing is for one’s heart to be “in the right place.” This same mentality, we have
seen, is applied in reference to our Heavenly Father’s name. He doesn’t care what we call Him, they say,
“so long as our hearts are in the right place.” And now, once again, we encounter this same line of
reasoning from the authors of “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” who not only promote the teaching
that “pagan words when used linguistically should properly be understood as referring to the user’s
INTENTION and CONCEPT and NOT merely to his PHONETIC ARTICULATION,” but they also
teach, “There is no such thing as a sinful sound.”179 (Please refer to Objection #3 for our response to
these remarks).

Y

When responding to those who gave us the “He doesn’t care, so long as your heart is in the right
place” excuse, June and I explain that if our hearts are truly in the right place, will we not diligently and
faithfully seek out with our best discernment what the precise will of the Father is and then act
accordingly? We are now asking you, the reader, this same question. Do you really and truly believe
that Yahweh simply doesn’t care what title you employ in reference to Him, so long as your “intentions
are noble”? If so, we encourage you to rethink your position, for as we demonstrated in Objection #3, one
man’s ideas of what is “noble” are bound to conflict with another man’s ideas of what is “noble.” Why
not avoid that conflict and go the “sure way”?

179

From “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” by Dale George and Silvio Soto, 1997, p. 37 (p. 64 of The Truth About
Inspired Titles In The Light of The Sacred Names, 2001, same authors.)
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Objection #8: “Yahwists are Inconsistent with their own
premises and principles!”
1. Can We Reasonably Reject “God” While Embracing
“Elohim” and “Adonai”?
A. “If you reject the title ‘God’ because it’s been used to replace the Father’s name, then you’ve gotta
replace ‘Elohim,’ too!”

O

ne of the authors of The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names, Silvio Soto,
spoke out regarding what he feels is an “apparent inconsistency” on the part of those who reject
“God” as a title for Yahweh due to its heathen origin. He wrote the following:

It is true that those who speak English are guilty of the charge of covering the precious name of the
Creator by substituting ‘God’ (among OTHER English words and phrases) for the name of Yahueh.
However, aren’t the Hebrew speaking Jews of today just as guilty of covering the name of Yahueh
with the word Elohim? In every occasion (about 400 times) that the Hebrew scrolls have the
expression ‘Adonay Yahueh,’ the Jews use the expression ‘Adonay ELOHIM’! Therefore, Elohim is
equally an injurious word that has been used (and continues to be used) to cover the name of Yahueh,
even by English speaking Jews in America!! It is INCONSISTENT to reject ‘god’ on this ground
while accepting Elohim.180

The point Mr. Soto attempted to convey, in a nutshell, is that if one is going to argue against using
“God” because it has been used to replace the name of Yahweh, then one must also argue against
employing the Hebrew title Elohim (not to mention “Adonai”), as it has also been used for this same
purpose. While we do not support using any word or name to replace the name of Yahweh, such usage
does not necessarily render the “replacement word” as being “taboo.” Rather, we base our opposition to
the title “God” on other grounds, as already mentioned in this study: 1) Heathen origin -- first employed
as a name for Jacob’s seventh son by Leah upon the birth of Gad, pronounced “gawd.” Many scholars, as
already referenced, support believing that Leah borrowed this name from one of the deities worshipped in
her native Haran, where she was herself raised in a heathen environment. In fact, Scripture offers no
evidence that this word began as a wholesome, “clean” word. 2) Even if the word Gad began as a
wholesome, innocent term, no one can deny that at best it eventually became the name of a heathen idol
whose worship was condemned by Yahweh. Of course, the same could be said about Baal, Elohim and
Molech; but God, unlike these titles, was never employed by the writers of Scripture as a title for
Yahweh. To subsequently proceed to apply this heathen idol’s name as a title used in reference to our
awesome Heavenly Father, who is deserving of only the highest form of worship, the highest, utmost
praise and honor, knowing from where this word most likely originated ... where it has been ... is in our
humble opinion nothing short of blatant disregard for the wondrous majesty and feelings of Yahweh.
We would thus share with Mr. Soto that our disregard for the name/title “God” goes well beyond that
fact that it has been used to replace the name Yahweh! We’re concerned about where “God” has been!
180

From a group e-mail sent by Dale George on behalf of the one who wrote it, Silvio Soto, on March 10, 2001. This e-mail,
entitled “Re: Teutonic vs. Semetic origin for ‘god,’” was forwarded to June and me the following day.
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We know that “Elohim” and “Adonai” have pure origins (unless we can’t trust Scripture). Can we say the
same for “God”?
B. “If you’re gonna reject ‘God’ because it was the name of a false deity, then you’re gonna have to
reject “El,” and “Adonai,” too! They were also the names given to idols!”
At first we were amazed that this type of logic was being promoted by the authors of The Truth About
Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names, but we were even more surprised to learn that people
actually consider this line of reasoning to be valid. Even more amazing is the fact that during the course
of our two discussions (one in October 2000 and the other in March - April 2001), the authors repeatedly
brought up this point, ignoring our answer each time. Despite the fact that June and I issued a clear
response to this claim, they continued to bring it up as if we had not in fact given an answer! The
following example of this was sent by Silvio Soto during the October/November 2000 discussion:
While I certainly understand your zeal, the problem is that your interpretation is based on the
exclusive fact that ‘god’ was the name of a false deity. You continue to ignore that as a Hebrew word,
this characteristic holds true for baal, el, adonay, etc. (which you have already admitted to be so).
INTENTION, Bro. Acheson, is fundamental in complying with this (and many other) Mosaic Laws.181

In response to Mr. Soto’s comment, I wrote:
I must protest your remarking that I am “ignoring” the fact that “baal,” “el,” and “adonay” are
Hebrew words that were corrupted and applied as names of false deities. Anyone who has read our
critique knows your statement [that I’m ignoring this fact] is not true. In fact, we made the following
point VERY CLEAR: Just because apostate man corrupted the Hebrew titles that Yahweh gave to
Himself by converting them to names for false deities DOES NOT mean we can take a word that was
corrupt from the “get-go” and apply it to YAHWEH. At least we cannot do such a thing and
simultaneously honor Him. I do not believe you recognize the difference between corrupting a clean
word and wrongly appropriating an already-unclean word.
Just to make sure I am clearly understood, we do not believe the fact that apostate men corrupted
the PURE title “Adonai” means we can take an IMPURE title (or name) and appropriate such a title to
Yahweh. This is why we believe it would be an affront to refer to Yahweh as our “Zeus” or our
“God.”182

June and I stand behind the above reasoning to this day. Unless you can understand the difference
between apostate men attempting to corrupt an already “clean” word (such as elohim or adonay) and
apostate men appropriating an already-unclean word to our Heavenly Father, there is no point in
continuing the discussion. Such appears to have been the case with regard to our discussion with Silvio
Soto. I submitted the above explanation in November 2000 with the impression that it would serve to
clear up our apparent misunderstanding. Nevertheless, when the discussion resumed in March 2001, Mr.
Soto, to our surprise, brought up the same reasoning once more. Restating the same rhetoric in different
terms, here is what he wrote:
Like the word ba gawd,’ the Hebrew word El (not to forget Baal, Adon, Melek, and many more) has
been documented by scholars to have been the name of a false Canaanite deity. As such, it should
181

From a group e-mail (entitled “Re: Is Yahweh YOUR ‘God’? Reply #3”) sent by Silvio Soto on October 31, 2000 at
11:03:05 PM CST.
182
From a group e-mail (entitled “Re: Is Yahweh YOUR ‘God’? Reply #3”) sent by me (Larry Acheson) on November 1,
2000 at 7:45:08 AM CST.
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equally be considered a sin to invoke Yahueh by the word El or any of its Hebrew derivatives,
including Elohim.
Yet, the average Classical Sacred Namer has no problem with the
INCONSISTENCY of using Elohim despite the history of idolatry associated with the word. The fact
is that every one of these words - regardless of any documented pagan connections and associations are employed by inspiration in reference to Yahueh throughout the Hebrew scrolls. However, it is
logically INCONSISTENT to select some to be classified as morally forbidden while others are
morally accepted and even defended.183

As he had previously impressed upon us in October 2000, so he reiterated this same perspective in
March 2001! As we have already summarized, Mr. Soto is conveying to us that if we decide to reject God
because of the obvious heathen connection, then we must likewise reject other titles, such as Elohim and
Adonai, as scholars attest that these titles are also connected with the names of heathen idols! Continuing
with Mr. Soto’s March 2001 e-mail, he summed up his perception of the dilemma faced by those of our
persuasion:
Most modern scholarly works charge that Israel BORROWED much from the Babylonian and
Canaanite culture, religion, and language. The very scholars that are likely to maintain that ba gawd’
is a foreign word that was borrowed by Israel ALSO maintain the same for EL, Baal, Adon, Shaddai,
Shabbat, well ... by now you get the picture! How can one argue against the word ‘God’ by showing
references that claim it was a borrowed word while ignoring that the SAME references claim that El
was also borrowed? In fact, we are even told by scholars that the ‘plurality of majesty’ characteristic
of the word Elohim was borrowed from the Akkadian language! Yet, Elohim continues to be used by
most Classical Sacred Namers. Isn’t this being INCONSISTENT with a supposed moral principle?184

Again, the inconsistency we are charged with, as outlined above, involves accepting the validity of the
information provided by scholarly references when it comes to proving the heathen origin of God, but
rejecting the information disseminated by these same references when it comes to examining the origin of
words such as Elohim and Adonai. In other words, if we are going to reject God based on the information
gleaned from these references, then we need to reject titles such as Elohim and Adonai on those same
grounds! What we feel needs to be reinforced here is the fact that we do not reject God based on any
reference material other than the Word our Creator has given us as our guide. References such as Bible
dictionaries and scholarly commentaries provide excellent resources to assist with validating an
understanding that we may have gleaned from Scripture, but they should never supersede or take
precedence over the information provided by Yahweh’s Word. Notice what Mr. Soto’s associate, Dale
George, wrote on this same subject:
Even in the famous Ungers bible dictionary under El, he states it was borrowed by the Israelites. It
has become almost ridiculous now to go around quoting sources because when you check out many of
those sources that for instance speaks against gad, we find those same authors EQUALLY SPEAK
AGAINST ELOHIM, EL, ADON, SHADDAI AND OTHER WORDS.185 (emphasis his)

Mr. George added:

183

Excerpt from a group e-mail sent by Dale George on behalf of the one who wrote it, Silvio Soto, on March 10, 2001. This
e-mail, entitled “Re: Teutonic vs. Semetic origin for ‘god,’” was forwarded to June and me the following day.
184
Ibid.
185
From a group e-mail (entitled “Re: Acheson Responds to Soto, part two”) sent on March 20, 2001 at 6:47:49 PM CST by
Dale George to 26 recipients.

God’s Identity – According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars

Can We Reasonably Reject “God” While Embracing “Elohim” and “Adonai”?

136

Frankly, if I had to give up on the usage of ‘god,’ I could not in good conscience use elohim, adon, or
a plethora of words that top scholars equally say was a name of a pagan deity before being adopted
and borrowed by Israelites.186

Dale George, like Silvio Soto, does not understand the difference between apostate men attempting to
corrupt an originally pure word and apostate men appropriating an already-impure word to our Heavenly
Father. As we have previously demonstrated, words such as elohim, adon, baal, and melek can be
demonstrated as having been originally clean! Apostate men arbitrarily and without Yahweh’s blessing,
applied each of those terms to idols of their own imagination.
According to Dale George’s “top scholars,” the above-mentioned words were the names of pagan
deities before being adopted and borrowed by the Israelites. According to Scripture, those “top scholars”
are mistaken – they were all perfectly clean and appropriate titles used in reference to our Creator. The
question becomes, “Are we going to put our trust in Dale George’s ‘top scholars’ or are we going to look
to Yahweh’s Word for the answers?” Again, scholarly references make excellent resources when it
comes to validating our understanding of Scriptural texts, but we must be careful to not allow them to be
the final arbiters of truth.
Is it true, as asserted by Mr. George, that such trustworthy references as Unger’s Bible Dictionary
actually teach that titles such as Elohim were borrowed by the Israelites from the Canaanites, who
employed them as names for their deities? Well, yes and no. On the one hand, Unger’s depicts “El” as
having been associated with heathen worship:
In Canaanite paganism as reflected in the Phoenician historian Philo of Byblos, A.D. 100, and
particularly in the epic religious literature unearthed at Ras Shamra, ancient Ugarit in N. Syria, 192937, El was the head of the Canaanite pantheon. According to Philo, El had three wives, who were also
his sisters.187

In a separate item from this same reference (item “Gods, False”), we read the following:
Baal was the son of El, the father of the gods and the head of the Canaanite pantheon.188

One might, without comprehensive study, conclude that Unger’s Bible Dictionary depicts El as predating the title Elohim as applied to Yahweh. However, in a concluding remark under the listing “EL,”
this reference issues the following disclaimer:
The Heb. name of God, El, has, of course, no connection with paganism, but is a simple generic
term.189

Despite this brief “disclaimer” of sorts from Unger’s, the reader nevertheless comes away questioning
exactly “where” Elohim comes from! In fact, other references flat-out state that this title of Yahweh was
originally the name of a heathen idol. You may recall from part one that we offered the following
quotation from The International Bible Commentary: “Elohim is clearly derived from El, the name given
to the king of the gods by the Canaanites, with Elôah, surviving in poetry, as the connecting link.”190
186
187
188
189
190

Ibid.
From The New Unger’s Bible Dictionary, by Merrill F. Unger, 1988, Moody Press, Chicago, IL, item “EL,” p.341.
Ibid, item “Gods, False,” p. 485.
Ibid, item “EL,” p. 341.
From The International Bible Commentary, op. cit., page 57.
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How, then, do we respond to those who maintain that if it is wrong to refer to Yahweh as “our God,”
then to be consistent we must also reject Elohim and Adonai, based on their similar “pagan connections”?
The answer is very simple, and was in fact given in part one of this study, but perhaps putting it in
different terms will make it more clearly understood by all. If the titles Elohim and Adonai in fact
originated with heathen worship, then we can no longer trust Scripture, for when we examine the earliest
Hebrew texts available, Elohim and Adonai are there in plain view and are used in reference to Yahweh.
Indeed, if these titles did not originate with Yahweh, then what became of the titles that did originate with
Him? We are thus left to conclude that if we can trust Scripture, those titles were originally Yahweh’s
titles and no one else’s! Not so with God. Although the earliest Hebrew texts contain references to
Yahweh with titles such as Elohim and Adonai, such is not the case with God. Elohim and Adonai must
have been employed in reference to Yahweh, especially when you take into consideration the fact that
originally, in the beginning, there was no such thing as false idol worship, only the pure worship of
Yahweh Elohim. In other words, there is no evidence of any titles employed in reference to Yahweh that
predate Scripture. If Elohim and Adonai were originally ascribed to idols, then what became of the pure
titles originally ascribed to Yahweh? This is a question begging for an answer, but as of this writing those
of the opposing view have yet to supply the response, much less address it.
In fact, I am left to conclude that Mr. Soto and Mr. George either did not take the time to read our
response or they are unable to process that truth that, according to Scripture, elohim, baal, adonai, and
melek were originally pure titles used in reference to Yahweh before being deceitfully appropriated to
heathen idols. This is what separates those words from God, a term that can be shown to have originally
been the name of a heathen idol – and a term that was never recognized as a title for our Creator by any
inspired authors of Scripture. Until uninspired translators took the liberty of translating elohim as ”God,”
this title was not known or recognized as a title – honorable or otherwise – for our Heavenly Father.
If even the very titles found in the earliest Hebrew manuscripts were borrowed from heathens, then
indeed we are left to wonder what other customs the Hebrews borrowed as well! Maybe, as some claim,
the Sabbath itself was borrowed. Maybe the entire law was borrowed from the heathens! One man
jokingly suggested, upon learning of this line of reasoning, that perhaps we should believe that heathen
worship actually predates the worship of Yahweh!
Due to the fact that both Mr. Soto and Mr. George have demonstrated a lack of understanding of our
position, June and I decided to insert a chart to illustrate the basic differences between titles such as
Elohim, Adonai, Melek and Baal and the title God:
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YAHWEH-INSPIRED TITLE,
later converted to a HEATHEN
DEITY’S NAME
became known as El,
Elohim
“Father of the Gods.”

Adonai

became known as Adonis,
a fertility and vegetation
god worshipped by the
Phoenician and Syrian
culture from 200 BCE to
400 CE.191

HEATHEN DEITY’S NAME,
later converted to a TITLE OF
YAHWEH
Represents an identical
God
transliteration of the name
of a Canaanite idol whose
worship was condemned by
Yahweh.
Dios

Represents the actual letterfor-letter
spelling
and
transliteration of the Greek
idol commonly rendered
Zeus.

became known as chief
deity worshipped by
Ammonites.
Note: There is no Scriptural record of anyone (heathen or otherwise) EVER
El a as
Baal
referring toReplaced
Yahweh with
title chief
that was borrowed from the name of a heathen
Canaanite deity.
idol!
Melek

Hopefully the above chart serves to properly illustrate the distinction that exists between God and
titles such as Elohim. God is a man-inspired title that was already corrupted by the time it was first
applied to Yahweh. Elohim, Adonai, and Baal are Yahweh-inspired titles that were later corrupted by
apostate man, who incorporated them as names for idols. Comparing the title God to Elohim, therefore, is
like comparing apples to oranges.
Although it can be demonstrated that from earliest times Yahweh was referred to with such titles as
Elohim and Adonai, He was never referred to as a God until recent history! Furthermore, as we have
already pointed out in Objection #4, even post-Messianic Jews regarded God as the name of a demon. As
we will see later in this study, pre-Messianic Jews also regarded God as the name of a demon. This is
how those people regarded this word, not to mention the fact that Yahweh Himself condemned a deity by
this name! What more do we need? Not only was God not originally a title for Yahweh (as were Elohim
and Adonai), but it most definitely makes for a less than honorable translation of the Hebrew word
Elohim.
With the above information in mind, we can easily discern that there is no inconsistency in referring
to Yahweh as “our Elohim” while simultaneously rejecting the title “God.” The one title originated with
Yahweh. The other did not; it is really that simple. This represents a major and crucial difference
between the two titles, not to mention our oft-repeated point that Yahweh Himself condemned the
worship of God, terming those who worship that idol as forsaking Him (Isaiah 65:11). If those who
worship “God” forsake Yahweh, then what can be said with regard to those who call Yahweh their
“God”?
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From Encyclopedia of Gods, by Michael Jordan, Facts on File, Inc., New York, NY, 1993, item “Adonis,” p. 3.
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s important as it is that we use scholarly resources to document and establish points we make, we
need to likewise be extremely cautious with regard to the extent to which we use such references.
As noted earlier, our opponents charge us with the inconsistency of trusting these references with
regard to the heathen origin they ascribe to Gad while simultaneously not trusting these same
references with regard to similar claims made about Elohim and Adonai. In unified fashion they insist
that we are being inconsistent when we reject the title God due to its heathen origin as supported by Bible
dictionaries and encyclopedias, while we simultaneously accept titles such as Elohim and Adonai, whose
origins are similarly portrayed as heathen by the same references. How do we know the limits to which
we may trust the works of scholars, anyway?
To begin with, please bear in mind that according to such references as The New Unger’s Bible
Dictionary, as quoted earlier, El has no association with paganism. Also noteworthy is the fact that no
one can prove that Hebrew as we know it was the original language, or at least the language spoken by
Noah and his family. Many scholars, for example, assert that El came into the Hebrew language from the
Akkadian language, and for all we know El found its way into the Akkadian language from yet another
language that was perhaps spoken by Noah and his family! We can only conjecture at this time as to
exactly “how” El came into the Hebrew language. One thing we know for sure: Its use met the approval
of Yahweh, at least if we are to believe the Hebrew Scriptures as handed down to us! Can the same thing
be said with regard to God? No, it cannot. Thus, by virtue of the fact that Elohim was regarded as a
generic title versus the fact that God was regarded as the name of a heathen idol condemned by Yahweh
illustrates the grave dishonor associated with appropriating such a name (converted to title) to Yahweh.
Next, we need to always bear in mind that we are to constantly seek after wisdom. This is an
underlying theme found throughout Scripture, most notably in the Proverbs (Prov. 8:10-11, etc.). We are
to prove all things (I Thess. 5:21), and use discretion (Prov. 2:11, 3:21). We must always be willing and
able to weed out the true from the false. For example, we might read of something very enlightening in a
book that otherwise contains useless information. Do we reject the accurate information as revealed in
such a work that otherwise contains nothing of value? No, we do not. We must be equally as discerning
when it comes to perusing scholarly references and commentaries.
One day at my place of employment a man asked me to explain why I refer to the Creator as Yahweh
instead of God. I gave various reasons, even explaining that scholars themselves admit to having taken
the Creator’s name out of the Bible and replacing it with “the LORD.” He was surprised by all of this,
and eventually he asked me to produce the quotes from scholars that proved my claims. To satisfy his
curiosity, I decided to actually bring our reference called the New Bible Dictionary to work. One of the
first quotations I showed him was the one stating, “Strictly speaking, Yahweh is the only ‘name’ of
God.”192
I then expounded a bit, saying, “Strictly speaking, when you read the Bible, our Creator makes it
clear that He wants His people to know and use that name, too.”
My co-worker was impressed, and asked if he could further examine the reference I had shown him.
He examined other items found within the pages of the New Bible Dictionary, then at length scoffed at
192

From the New Bible Dictionary, 2nd edition, J.D. Douglas, organizing editor, Tyndale House Publishers, Wheaton, IL,
1982, item “God, Names of,” p. 430.
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me, saying, “You trust this reference to show me His name is Yahweh, but even they don’t use it hardly
any! Look! They use God throughout the whole dictionary, ... so it must not be all that important that I
use Yahweh if they don’t use it!”
My friend at work had fallen into the same trap that many have fallen into, wherein they form the
opinion that if you can trust a certain reference for one pearl of wisdom, then you must of necessity accept
every single piece of information found within its pages. The truth is, we must use any reference work
with great discernment. June and I appreciate the New Bible Dictionary as a valuable reference tool for
gathering much useful information, but if our belief system hinges on each and every teaching as
promoted within its pages, then we have a lot to lose. For example, we would of necessity have to cease
believing that we need to rest on the Sabbath Day, as such is the teaching promoted by this reference.
These references have great value as useful resources of information, but they are also purveyors of
misinformation. We must all use them with caution. June and I support the references we have consulted
insofar as they promote the heathen origin of the word God, for indeed Scripture and archaeology
demonstrate that this was the name of a deity worshipped in Canaan prior to the birth of Jacob’s seventh
son. Thus, when references provide the same information that is suggested by Scripture, we are inclined
to accept that information as being valid.
Since the name/title God is never applied to Yahweh in Scripture, we feel quite safe in believing that
this name/title was never at any time in ancient history used in reference to Him.
It is true that certain references create the impression that titles such as Elohim were originally
employed in association with heathen deities. Can we, in this instance, implicitly abide by the conclusion
of the scholars quoted in the above references? No, we cannot, for the references do nothing to indicate
what became of the “missing titles,” i.e., the titles that were originally employed in reference to Yahweh
during the time when pure worship ruled the day. They offer no clues, no anything! Of course, we are
then left to turn to Scripture itself. What titles does Scripture originally use in reference to our Heavenly
Father?
The earliest Hebrew manuscripts we have been made aware of consistently refer to Yahweh as Elohim
when conveying the concept of “mighty one.” No other title conveying this meaning, while
simultaneously predating Elohim, has been produced. Not by the scholars who contributed to the
references mentioned above and not by the authors of The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the
Sacred Names. We patiently await their illuminating us with the proper, original, pure titles ascribed to
Yahweh from the very beginning.
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A

s we have just demonstrated, all of us need to be careful when using references such as the New
Bible Dictionary to validate our conclusions, and as an example we explained that if we were to
base all of our beliefs on the information found in this reference, we would have to worship on
Sunday.193 According to Mr. Soto, though, our analogy of Sunday worship versus the etymology
of the Hebrew word El is completely non sequitur, as Unger’s criteria for making his statements about
Sunday worship are not related to his etymological commentary on the Hebrew title El.
Upon learning our reason for why we should not trust scholarly references for everything we believe,
Mr. Soto explained that his point was that June and I have no basis for disagreeing with a reference’s
etymological conclusion pertaining to “God” while simultaneously agreeing with their conclusion
regarding “Elohim” or “Baal,” as the reference uses the same criteria in arriving at their conclusion
regarding the origins of all three words! Here is what Silvio wrote:
Mind you, this is not a case where you are comparing Unger’s etymological statements regarding
‘Gad’ and his theological statements regarding Sunday worship! The two are totally different and
unrelated subjects. But, when you accept Unger’s etymological views on ‘Gad’ and you reject his
etymological views on ‘EL’ (even though Unger’s rationale and type of evidence for both is the
same), you are clearly being inconsistent. Scholars tend to formulate their linguistic arguments and
etymologies following the same basic premises and methods. If you find fault with their conclusions
regarding ‘EL’ and ‘BAAL,’ then how can you so gladly embrace them regarding ‘Gad’ when they are
still following the same basic premises and pre-suppositions concerning the Bible that you and I must
reject?194

In order to most effectively respond to the above charge of inconsistency, we must first reiterate that
which we have already pointed out regarding Unger’s Bible Dictionary: This reference does not
characterize El as having been derived from heathen worship, as is clear from the quote that “... El has, of
course, no connection with paganism, but is a simple generic term.”195
Next, let us presume that, indeed, Unger’s cited both El and Gad as being of heathen origin. Could
Unger’s Bible Dictionary possibly employ the same criteria in arriving at both conclusions and be correct
on the one hand and mistaken about the other? Again, is it possible that references could be correct that
Gad is originally a Canaanite word, yet incorrect in their assessment that El and Baal are ALSO
Canaanite words? Yes, this is possible. Please allow us to illustrate what we mean.
To allow one rule and one rule only to determine etymological accuracy (or consistency) may
represent a failure to take into consideration certain “extenuating factors” or “contingencies.” Thus,
applying only one “cut and dried,” static principle to arrive at our etymological conclusion may in fact
prove faulty. We must keep in mind that when we apply only one “hard and fast rule” to validate our
premises, we risk not taking into account other external factors that should have influenced our decision.
For example, please consider the following potential real-life scenario:
193

While some of our readers may choose to worship and rest on Sunday, none of the believers of Old did, including the
Apostle Paul, whose custom was to meet for worship on the Sabbath Day (Acts 17:2, 18:4, 25:8). For those interested in
learning more about the Sabbath vs. Sunday worship issue, please contact the authors.
194
Excerpt from a group e-mail (entitled “Re: Elder’s Soto Final Reply- an addition”) sent by Silvio Soto 28 recipients on
March 30, 2001 at 12:15:11 AM CST.
195
From The New Unger’s Bible Dictionary, by Merrill F. Unger, 1988, Moody Press, Chicago, IL, p. 341.
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You smell smoke in the kitchen and rush through the house to see what is happening. Upon arriving,
you see flames shooting all around the stove and spreading to the nearby wooden cabinets. Acting
quickly, you run to fill a bucket with water to douse the fire, only to find that you have made matters
worse! Instead of extinguishing the fire, you watch in amazement as it continues to spread! The reason:
It was a grease fire! Water on a grease fire is not only ineffective, but it can actually cause the fire to
spread, which is why experts recommend smothering such a fire with something such as baking soda or
perhaps salt. Never water!
As depicted from the traumatic scenario described above, most of us, when it comes to putting out a
fire, think of dousing it with water. That is a normal “hard and fast rule” that immediately comes to mind
when extinguishing a fire! But applying only this one well-known method can sometimes prove not only
costly, but fatal. As effective as water can be on a fire, sometimes it simply will not do the job. We need
to recognize that sometimes “extenuating factors” require using a different approach when it comes to
answering questions and resolving problems. Using one rule and only one rule to influence our decision
on the etymology of a word -- just like using only the “water puts out fires” rule -- can have an ineffective
result. Mr. Soto, in spite of his admirable attempt to promote an uncompromising consistency when it
comes to deciding Scriptural issues, does not incorporate the “extenuating circumstances” principle that
must be considered in this situation. If one employs a certain etymological method to determine that the
word Gad was borrowed from heathens, and uses the same method to determine that the word El is also
of heathen origin, does this mean that both conclusions are correct? No, it does not. Does it mean that
one conclusion could be correct whereas the other is not? Yes, this is indeed possible. On paper, it might
appear impeccably logical to state that the same etymological method used in determining that Gad is of
heathen origin must of necessity prove that El is also impure in its inception. The reality, however, can be
far different.
When it comes to sorting out the root origins of such ancient words as Baal, Gad, and El, more than
one factor needs to be considered. First of all, as we have already mentioned, if we are to trust Scripture,
we must accept the reality that El, Elohim, Adonai, and Baal were, from their inception, honorable titles
as applied in reference to Yahweh. Thus, both Canaanites and the family of Abraham very likely used El
and Baal in their everyday vernacular. Certainly we do not read of any communication problems between
Abraham and the Canaanites following his relocation there from Ur, so it is quite plausible that El and
Baal were two words they had in common. We recognize the likelihood that such was not the case for
Gad. It is possible that Gad was not a part of Abraham’s vocabulary when he relocated, yet was a word
employed by the Canaanites. Thus having been incorporated into the Hebrew language, it is conceivable
that Gad would later be used in naming one of Jacob’s sons. A possibility? We see no reason to believe
it isn’t! In fact, the evidence points to this very thing as being reality.
Thus, just because El and Baal are clearly words that were originally “clean” and “pure,” i.e., words
that formed a part of the original language prior to the Tower of Babel incident, this does not mean that
we can apply this same word-tracing criteria to the word Gad. Scriptural “first usage” presents El and
Baal as acceptable, honorable terms to use in reference to Yahweh. Gad, on the other hand, first appears
as the name chosen by Leah for naming Jacob’s seventh son. As we will later see, ancient Hebrew
scholars regarded that “first usage” as a name selected based, not on prophetic unction, but on heathen
idol worship. Gad, then, certainly has a different origin than El and Baal. To stoically maintain that one
must apply the same, exact search criteria and logic for determining the origin of all three of the above
words requires ignoring the “extenuating factors.”
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T

he gist of the linguistic argument promoted by Silvio Soto and Dale George involves believing
that, in the beginning, all words were “clean” and the word pronounced gawd [ ]גָדwas one of those
original words. Notice the following excerpt from a group e-mail sent by Mr. Soto:

ALL the words that made (up) the Hebrew language were originally pure. Any corrupted words were
created by men and not by Yahu`eh. Still, Yahu`eh was forced to recognize the corruption in order to
communicate his displeasure of idolatry and to forbid it.196

It is difficult to envision a totally pure language without any impure or unclean words to contaminate
it, especially when one thinks of such unpleasant, yet normal body functions as waste elimination. For
example, the Hebrew word domen (word #1828 in Strong’s) means “dung” in English. It is difficult to
imagine domen ever having been a “clean word,” and even more difficult to imagine that such a word
could ever be honorably applied to Yahweh!
As sin did exist in the world (after the fall of Adam and Eve), there must have been some temptation
to utter certain words that were either considered inappropriate or insulting. The argument that all words
were originally pure is an argument that no one can conclusively prove either way, of course, as no one
can travel back to, say, the days of Noah to “pick his brain” and come up with the list of words
comprising his vocabulary. For that matter, can anyone prove that Hebrew was the language spoken by
Noah? Nevertheless, it is only fair to approach Mr. Soto and Mr. George’s argument from the perspective
that, indeed, perhaps gawd was a “clean” word from its inception.
In fact, just as some references list God as originally being the name of a heathen idol, there is at least
one scholarly reference that alludes to the possibility that, indeed, this name/title was from inception a
common, ordinary “clean” word. Note the following, as found in J.G.R. Furlong’s A Cyclopædia of
Religions:
Gad. The name of a deity of good luck, from a widespread root meaning ‘the right hand.’
[Akkadian kat ‘hand’: Finnic kat ‘hand,’ ‘luck’: Aryan ghad ‘grasp’: Hebrew akhad ‘take.’—ED.]197

If Furlong’s etymology is correct, the word pronounced gawd, before being transformed into the name
of a deity, descended from a perfectly acceptable root word meaning “the right hand.” Given this
apparently innocent original meaning, shall we therefore conclude that employing this same word as a
title for Yahweh gives Him the honor He deserves?
Our opponents might argue that, yes, since gawd, in its original sense, was a clean, pure word, this
means that anyone referring to Yahweh with this same title honors Him, despite how this same word was
later corrupted. Never mind that Yahweh Himself condemned a deity of this name ... never mind that
Yahweh was never referred to by such a title by the believers of old ... never mind the fact that even first
century Jews considered God to be the name of a demon ... since this word originally meant something as
196

Excerpt from a group e-mail (entitled “Elder’s Soto Final Reply”) sent by Silvio Soto to 28 recipients on March 28, 2001 at
11:13:20 PM CST.
197
From A Cyclopædia of Religions, Volume II, by Major-General J. G. R. Forlong, originally published in 1906 by Bernard
Quaritch, London, republished in 1997 by co-publishers Ganesh Publishing, Ltd., Bristol, United Kingdom and Edition
Synapse, Tokyo, Japan, p. 123.
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innocent as “the right hand,” there can “linguistically” be nothing intrinsically dishonorable about
employing this word as a title for Yahweh, or so they would have us to believe.
In fact, they might argue that this is their whole point -- for although Baal began as a pure word, no
amount of corruption could cause it to actually become dishonorable to Yahweh, as even the believers of
old continued to refer to Him as a baal in spite of the obvious corruption that had already taken place. In
the same way, if the word God began as a pure word, then certainly no amount of corruption could cause
it to become dishonorable to Yahweh, could it? Or could it? Let’s take a close look at this argument to
see if it is valid!
The word baal, as we read in Part I, began innocently enough as a word meaning “husband” or
“master.” Proceeding with this inherent meaning and discernment of the word as used in its original
sense, it is understandable that a believer (4,000 years ago) would naturally feel comfortable referring to
Yahweh as his or her “master” (Baal) without fear of dishonoring Yahweh in so doing. In the same way,
the intrinsic meaning of the words Elohim (mighty, powerful) and Adonai (ruler, sovereign) reflect nouns
descriptive of Yahweh. Yahweh IS mighty; therefore, Elohim served its purpose accordingly. Yahweh
IS sovereign; therefore, Adonai served its proper purpose. Yahweh IS our master; therefore, Baal served
its purpose in describing that role as well. Sadly, unregenerate mankind has corrupted all three of the
above-listed titles to the point that in today’s culture it is preferable to employ other titles that do not have
the stigma of corruption clinging to them so tightly. In today’s society, for example, mentioning the word
baal evokes thoughts of the heathen idol named Baal, not the original meaning of the word.
Can the same be said for the word God? No, it cannot. Although the name/title God is certainly
considered appropriate by today’s society, this did not come about with good cause, for no matter how
this word is traced etymologically, we come up with a negative history, as we have already shown. The
question is, should our concern lie within what is considered “acceptable parameters” by the society in
which we live or the parameters as defined by Yahweh?
Even if “God” has a pure, innocent origin, its inherent meaning cannot possibly be considered as a
viable noun descriptive of Yahweh. Baal, as we have shown, means “master.” No problem with that one.
Elohim, as we have shown, means “mighty.” Again, no problem. What about God? Although we have
already discussed the negative implications of the word God as supplied by Strong’s, (attack, divide, cut,
invade, overcome), the resource from which we have just quoted provides what might well be construed
as a clean, pure origin for this word. According to the source listed above, it comes from a root meaning
“the right hand.” Is there no wonder that there is no record of anyone in Scripture ever referring to
Yahweh as their God (right hand)? Would it make sense to refer to Yahweh as “our Right Hand”? No, it
would not.
First of all, consider the meaning of “right hand.” Figuratively, “right hand” symbolizes power and
preeminence. The Mercer Dictionary of the Bible brings out this understanding:
Through extended metaphor ‘hand’ often means ‘power,’ both human and divine. God’s saving
activity (deliverance, protection) may be described as the work of God’s hand. Prophetic inspiration is
ascribed to God’s putting the divine hand on the spokesman. Negatively, God can turn a hand against
people or deliver them into the hands of their enemies.198
198

From the Mercer Dictionary of the Bible, Watson E. Mills, General Editor, Mercer University Press, Macon, Georgia,
1997, item “Hand,” p. 356.
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Note from the above reference that the “hand” described here is Yahweh’s hand, not our hand, and
Yahweh is most certainly not “our Hand” or “our Right Hand.”
Is the right hand significant in Scripture? Yes, it is. Yeshua the Messiah is at the right hand of the
Father (Psalms 110:1, Acts 7:56, I Peter 3:22, Hebrews 1:3). Conversely, however, it was customary for
an accuser to stand at the right hand of the accused, as can be found in Psalms 109:6 -6

¶ Appoint an evil man to oppose him; let an accuser stand at his right hand. (NIV)

In Zechariah 3:1 we find Satan standing on the right hand of Joshua the high priest to accuse him:
1

¶ Then he showed me the high priest Joshua standing before the angel of Yahweh, and Satan
standing at his right hand to accuse him. (New Revised Standard Version)

What is safe to say is this: The right hand is figuratively a position of great importance. J. E. Cirlot,
in his book A Dictionary of Symbols, addresses the significance of the right hand:
Gloves, since they are worn on the hands, derive their symbolism from them. Of special interest is the
right-hand glove, on account of the ceremonial custom of removing it when one approaches a person
of higher rank, or an altar, or the Lord. This custom has twin symbolic roots: in so far as it implies a
glove of mail, it signifies disarming oneself before one’s superior; at the same time, since the right
hand pertains to the voice and to the rational side of Man, it is a custom which suggests candour and
the frank disclosure of one’s mind.199

Mr. Cirlot’s book further addresses the significance of the right hand:
The difference between the right hand and the left is usually ignored, but when the distinction is made
it appears merely to serve the purpose of enriching the basic significance with the additional
implications of space-symbolism, the right side corresponding to the rational, the conscious, the
logical and the virile; the left side representing the converse.200

If we should ever decide to consider Yahweh as “our Right Hand,” there are several items we need to
ponder. First of all, from history we learn that it was always someone of lower rank who became known
as another individual’s “right hand man.” Those with military experience fully understand the
significance of being a “right hand man.” A soldier of lesser rank, when walking alongside his superior
officer, walks to the right of the officer. This expresses that the person to the right does the work of the
one with whom he is walking. In the same way, Yeshua the Messiah is seated on the right hand of the
Father, showing that He does the work of the Father. In fact, the expression, “he’s my right hand man”
means the person referred to does your work for you, and receives instructions from you. This
expression, as linguistically understood in today’s culture, is used to refer to a person who is almost as
powerful as the person for whom he or she is working. Is Yahweh almost as powerful as we are? Does
He receive instructions from us? Does He do our work for us – or are we His servants?
With this etymological and linguistic understanding in mind, we can all hopefully agree that, based on
this particular etymological tracing of the word Gad, we should not be referring to Yahweh as “our God.”
If we understand the particular inherent, original meaning of God as being “the right hand,” and if we
199

From A Dictionary of Symbols, 2nd edition, translated from the Spanish Diccionario de Símbolos Tradicionales by J.E.
Cirlot, Philosophical Library, New York, 1971, p. 119.
200
Ibid, p. 138.
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simultaneously recognize that in our culture a boss’s “right hand man” is the one on whom he depends to
get things done for him, to accomplish tasks, receive and carry out instructions, then we can see that, at
least in today’s society, referring to Yahweh as “our Right Hand” could be construed as meaning “our
Right Hand Heavenly Father” who is less powerful than ourselves and who receives instructions from us
(not vice versa).
Nevertheless, there are Scriptural implications that the term “right hand” was indeed used in reference
to Yahweh insofar as the position He assumes relating to us. Notice what it says in Isaiah 41:13:
¶ For I Yahweh thy Almighty will hold thy right hand, saying unto thee, ‘Fear not; I will help thee.’

13

For Yahweh to hold our right hand, He would of necessity have to be positioned on our right side,
presuming He is “walking beside us.” Thus, He would be on our right, i.e., our Right Hand side, which
in turn conveys the spiritual meaning of Yahweh representing our strength. Of course, this is stretching
things a bit, and there is certainly quite a bit of difference between “holding our right hand” and being our
“right hand.” When we combine this truth with the fact that there is nowhere in Scripture a record of
anyone ever referring to Yahweh as “my Right Hand” or “our Right Hand,” it becomes apparent that
anyone attempting to apply this reasoning as justification for honorably referring to Yahweh as “our God”
is, to borrow the expression, “reaching.”
When we think of the Messiah’s position as it relates to Yahweh, we always think of Him as being on
Yahweh’s right hand, never the reverse. Yet in Psalm 16, a psalm written by David that prophetically
refers to our Savior, Yahweh is referred to as being on His right hand, not the Messiah being on
Yahweh’s right hand! Shown below is Psalms 16:8 -8

¶ I have set Yahweh always before me: because He is at my right hand, I shall not be moved.

Thus, even though being on one’s right hand normally indicates being subservient to that person, this
is not the intended meaning as expressed in Psalms 16:8. Instead, in this instance, being on the Messiah’s
right hand indicates protection.201 With this in mind, it is understandable that being on someone’s right
hand can also be construed as standing beside that individual to offer protection. What is key to this
topic, though, is the fact that in no instance is Yahweh ever referred to by any believer of Old as being
“my Right Hand” or “our Right Hand.” In fact, nowhere in Scripture is the term God ever used to denote
“right hand.” Ironically, one of Jacob’s sons was given a Hebrew name meaning “son of the right hand.”
The name Benjamin comes from the Hebrew word for “son” (Ben) as well as the word for “right hand” or
“right side” (yâmîyn). It is therefore clear that, at least during Jacob’s lifetime, the word yâmîyn, not God,
was used to denote “right hand.”
Thus, in spite of the positive connotation that one might possibly derive from this particular
etymology of the word God, there is no precedent of anyone ever referring to Yahweh as their “Right
Hand.”

201

Cf., The New Unger’s Bible Dictionary, by Merrill F. Unger, 1988, Moody Press, Chicago, IL, item “HAND,” p.522. The
exact wording as listed in Unger’s is as follows: “... standing at the right hand indicated protection (Pss. 16:8; 109:31;
110:5);”
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W

e previously read that, according to Silvio Soto, all the words that comprised the Hebrew
language were originally pure, which, of course, must of necessity include the word Gad.
Let’s proceed as though Mr. Soto’s proposed etymology of Gad is true -- that Gad in its
original sense was a pure, undefiled word. As we follow this word through the record of
history, we encounter the time frame during which Gad became the name of a heathen idol whose name is
pronounced gawd. Was this time frame before or after the birth of Jacob’s seventh son? We know that
by the time the Israelites entered the Promised Land, this word must have been recognized as the name of
a heathen deity, as evidenced by place names of such cities as Baal-Gad202 and Migdal-Gad.203 Were
those cities named in honor of a heathen idol whose worship came into existence after the birth of Gad?
Although Scripture does not directly answer this question, the strong implication is that this heathen idol
was worshipped prior to the birth of Gad. We will cover this “strong implication” in great detail later in
our study. Of course, as we all know, within the space of a thousand years, Yahweh Himself condemned
the deity known by this name (Isaiah 65:11).
In spite of the sordid facts of recorded history that we have presented regarding Gad, our opponents
would remind us that, in its inception, Gad was linguistically acceptable (or so they reason), so based on
this understanding, there can be nothing dishonorable about applying this same word, though now defiled,
as a title for our Heavenly Father, especially if such words as Baal, once corrupted, continued to be used
in reference to Yahweh. Since we are currently operating under the hypothetical presumption that Gad
was originally a pure word, let us demonstrate why even this line of reasoning does not measure up in our
quest to only employ honorable titles for our Heavenly Father.
The flaw in this method of reasoning is multi-faceted. First of all, with the title Baal, it was actually
treated as a respectable generic title before its corruption. Can the same be said for the term Gad? No, it
cannot. In the case of Baal, once it became corrupted and applied to heathen idols, it was rarely applied
to Yahweh. With Gad, it can be shown to have been corrupt from the beginning.
Secondly, regardless of what honorable meaning Gad may have had at its inception (as maintained by
the opposition), this meaning had clearly dissipated by Jacob’s lifetime. The “new” meaning, as
understood by translators of the Septuagint, was that of “fortune.” Although men and a false deity were
given this name, the word is never once employed in reference to Yahweh. In an attempt to honorably
link this word with Yahweh, Silvio Soto selected a text of Scripture in which Yahweh “guwds” (cuts off)
Judah’s enemies. As we outlined in our discussion of this verb application, however, forcing a “verb
link” in order to justify an excuse to also make it a “noun link” is an invalid linguistic argument, as we
wouldn’t accuse someone of being a “jerk” simply because we found out they jerked open a door!
Neither do we refer to Yahweh as being our “Cut Off” simply because we read that He “guwds” (cuts off)
the enemies of Judah in Habakkuk 3:13-18! Remember: If Yahweh is our “Cut-Off,” this means He cuts
us off! This is most definitely not a valid reason to transform the Hebrew verb guwd into a “perfectly
acceptable English translation” of the Hebrew title Elohim! Speaking for ourselves here, neither June nor
I wish to think of Yahweh as being our “Cut-Off.”
202
203

Cf., Joshua 11:17, 12:7, 13:5.
Cf., Joshua 15:37.
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Thirdly, there is yet another reason why we should not take a corrupted word, then apply it to Yahweh
as a “perfectly acceptable English translation” of the Hebrew title Elohim. For those of you who are
familiar with the account of Moses erecting the bronze serpent in the wilderness, we ask you to consider
the reasoning we are about to present in our next chapter -- the account of a “clean” Hebrew word “gone
bad” -- and ask yourself if you seriously believe there might be a parallel between this account and the
reasoning promoted by the authors of “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles.”

God’s Identity – According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars

6. Yahweh “our God” ... Yahweh “our Nehushtan”?
clear Scriptural example of a clean Hebrew word “gone bad” can be found in the story of the
“bronze serpent” erected by Moses during the Israelites’ forty years of wandering in the
wilderness. Anyone who was bitten by a serpent was to look upon that bronze serpent and be
healed! This story is found in the 21st chapter of Numbers:

A
6

¶ And Yahweh sent fiery serpents among the people, and they bit the people; and much people of
Israel died.
7
Therefore the people came to Moses, and said, We have sinned, for we have spoken against
Yahweh, and against thee; pray unto Yahweh, that he take away the serpents from us. And Moses
prayed for the people.
8
And Yahweh said unto Moses, Make thee a fiery serpent, and set it upon a pole: and it shall come
to pass, that every one that is bitten, when he looketh upon it, shall live.
9
And Moses made a serpent of brass, and put it upon a pole, and it came to pass, that if a serpent had
bitten any man, when he beheld the serpent of brass, he lived.

Although the King James Version refers to this serpent as a “serpent of brass,” other versions translate
it as “bronze serpent.” According to C. F. Keil, “The serpent was to be made of brass or copper, because
the colour of this metal, when the sun was shining on it, was most like the appearance of the fiery
serpents; and thus the symbol would be more like the thing itself.”204 This bronze serpent, a physical
representation of the real thing (a snake) became a symbol of healing. The potential consequence of such
a positive symbol is that, generations later, those who look upon it may be led to worship the object
instead of the Creator. This is precisely what happened. Over the course of time, the Israelites converted
this bronze serpent into an abominable object of worship, giving it the name Nehushtan. This idol was
later destroyed by the righteous King Hezekiah, as we read in II Kings 18:1-4:
1

¶ Now it came to pass in the third year of Hoshea son of Elah king of Israel, that Hezekiah the son
of Ahaz king of Judah began to reign.
2
Twenty and five years old was he when he began to reign; and he reigned twenty and nine years in
Jerusalem. His mother's name also was Abi, the daughter of Zachariah.
3
And he did that which was right in the sight of Yahweh, according to all that David his father did.
4
He removed the high places, and brake the images, and cut down the groves, and brake in pieces the
brasen serpent that Moses had made: for unto those days the children of Israel did burn incense to it:
and he called it Nehushtan.

The name “Nehushtan” (#5180 in Strong’s) comes from the Hebrew word for copper (#5178 in
Strong’s), and is thus not a word with an “intrinsically objectionable” meaning and origin. Nevertheless,
this Hebrew word was instrumental in concocting the name that Hezekiah gave to the children of Israel’s
cultic object of worship! With the evolution of this “clean” Hebrew word into the name of an object of
such defiled worship, would it be honorable or dishonorable for us to take the name Nehushtan and apply
it to Yahweh as a title? After all, it has a pure origin, and as S. Soto and D. George wrote in their treatise
The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names, “There is no such thing as a sinful
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From Commentary on the Old Testament by C.F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Volume 1, “The Fourth Book of Moses
(Numbers),” translated by James Martin, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA (originally published by T. & T. Clark,
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sound”!205 Our question: Since the word “Nehushtan” is not inherently evil or corrupt in its original
sense, should we now support and defend employing it as a viable, honorable title for Yahweh?
With the understanding of how the originally pure and wholesome “Nehushtan” became a
dishonorable name, I posed the following question to one of the authors of The Truth About Inspired
Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names, Silvio Soto:
Nehushtan comes from the Hebrew word for copper, and is thus not a word with an “intrinsically
objectionable” meaning and origin. Nevertheless, this Hebrew word was used in concocting the name
of this object of worship, right? SINCE THE WORD “NEHUSHTAN” IS NOT INTRINSICALLY
EVIL OR CORRUPT IN ITS ORIGINAL SENSE, would you equally support and defend employing
“Nehushtan” as a viable title for Yahweh?206

As of this writing (over eight years later), Mr. Soto has yet to respond. Why not? Perhaps it is
because he recognizes the truth that just because a word has a pure origin, then becomes corrupted, this
does not in and of itself mean such a word can be honorably used in reference to Yahweh. Thus, even if
“Gad” (pronounced gawd) began as a pure, honorable word, its subsequent corruption has rendered it a
dishonorable title for Yahweh. The fact that Yahweh Himself condemned the worship of God seals the
matter.
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From the article “The Truth Regarding Divine Titles,” 1997, by Dale George and Silvio Soto, p. 37 (page 64 of their
January 2001 revision entitled The Truth About Inspired Titles In The Light of The Sacred Names).
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Excerpt from a group e-mail (entitled “Reply to Silvio’s Part One”) that I (Larry) sent to 28 recipients on 03/31/2001 at
6:12:24 AM CST.
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Objection 9: Redefining God:
“The grandeur of mightiness”?
1. Does “Gad” Mean “The Ability to Deliver”?
n the revised version of their article “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” authors Dale George and
Silvio Soto present a case supporting the belief that the name Gad was originally a clean word, and is
innocently employed by true believers with no negative implications. Although we have already
addressed this perspective, a new angle was presented in the authors’ revision that merits our
attention. The authors write:

I

We first encounter the Hebrew word gad in the book of Genesis where it is used as the name
of Jacob’s seventh son, born unto him by Zilpah, who was Leah’s handmaid (Gen. 30:11-13).
When Leah named the child, she described her motives for doing so by saying:
A troop cometh: and she called his name Gad.”
Unfortunately, the English translation conceals the natural play of words of this text. In
Hebrew, this verse literally reads,
Gadad cometh: and she called his name Gad.”
Immediately we can see the connection between the name Gad and the word which the KJV
renders as troop! According to Strong’s Analytical Concordance, Gad (Strong’s #1410) is
derived from guwd (#1464) which means:
To crowd upon, i.e., attack: —invade, overcome.”
Strong’s also argues that guwd is linguistically ‘akin to 1413,’ that is, the word Gadad, which
it defines as:
To crowd; also to gash (as if by pressing into):—assemble (selves by troops), gather (selves
together, self in troops), cut selves.
Therefore, we can easily determine the original meaning of the Hebrew word Gad to be that of
an assembling of force or might with a specific goal to achieve, thus the rendering: troop.
On the other hand, Easton’s Bible Dictionary (as do many other references) defines Gad as
‘fortune; luck.’ Hence, the Hebrew word can also refer to ‘good fortune or luck.’
In essence, the word Gad means the ability to deliver. The deliverance may come through the
use of power, force, attack and strength resulting in good fortune on account of the victory gained
over one’s enemies. The deliverance could also come through wealth or abundance (that is,
extreme financial power). When used of wealth, it carries the meaning of overwhelming
abundance of distribution. We have all heard the old adage: WEALTH IS POWER! It truly is!
When used in relation to an army, it carries the meaning of overwhelming abundance of power.207

The average reader might examine the above remarks and arrive at the same conclusion reached by
the authors: Surely the word Gad must have a very noble origin. Upon closer examination, however, we
hope you notice a very clever exegetical ploy that writers sometimes exhibit when “pulling all the stops”
in the attempt to persuade their reading audience of a certain position. June and I became familiar with
this approach over 20 years ago, while associated with a group whose leader was known for taking a
certain Hebrew word, showing how Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary traces its origin to a
different Hebrew word, which in turn is traced to yet another Hebrew word. Upon arriving at that
207

From The Truth About Inspired Titles In The Light of The Sacred Names, by Dale George and Silvio Soto, 2001, pp. 77-79.
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original root word, this leader would boldly proclaim something like, “You see there? This is what that
Hebrew word really means, but the translators of today’s popular versions translated it this other way just
so they could get this word to fit their own interpretation of this verse!” Of course, the truth is, it was the
leader of that group, conducting his erroneous exegetical journey through Strong’s, who was guilty of
forcing a meaning upon the word, and such is the case as demonstrated above by the authors of The Truth
About Inspired Titles In The Light of The Sacred Names in their treatment of the Hebrew word “GOD.”
We can illustrate this style of “selective etymology” by taking the English word “nevertheless.”
Let’s imagine for a moment that we are preaching to a crowd about the “real meaning” of this English
word. We could break this word down as follows:
Now we’ve all been taught to believe that the word ‘nevertheless’ means ‘however,’ but as
we’re about to see, we haven’t been given the full truth about this word by the editors of these
secular dictionaries. The word ‘nevertheless’ actually comes from three English words: The
word ‘never,’ the word ‘the,’ and the word ‘less.’ The word ‘never’ means ‘not at any time,’ or
‘not ever.’ The word ‘the,’ of course, is a definite article, so we can leave that one alone. The
word ‘less’ is a word that means ‘not as great in quantity or degree’ or ‘smaller.’ In other words,
‘never the less’ is more accurately rendered ‘not ever the smaller.’ With this in mind, one can
clearly discern that the word ‘nevertheless’ really means ‘always the greater,’ for if something
is ‘not ever the smaller,’ it must always be THE GREATER, right?

Yes, the above is a slightly exaggerated parody of what some religious leaders do when attempting to
persuade others of the intended meaning of a word, or shall we say attempting to persuade others of their
intended meaning of a word. With this in mind, let’s do a quick review of what Strong’s Concordance
says about the meaning of Gad, and compare it with the meaning as promoted by the authors of The Truth
About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names. According to Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance,
first and foremost, Gad (word #1408) means “fortune,” and the deity named Gad is the deity of “fortune.”
This is what the word means, period. For us to subsequently extend the meaning of this word is
something we must do only with great caution. Exploring the etymology of words from which Gad is
derived makes for an interesting study, but this does not make a case for an ulterior meaning of the word!
Let’s also consider the Hebrew words from which the name Gad is derived, and examine their
meanings as expounded upon by the authors of The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred
Names. The first word they list is guwd (#1464), which Strong’s explains as meaning “to crowd upon,
i.e., attack: invade, overcome.” The second word is Gadad (#1413), which means “to crowd; also to
gash, assemble, gather, cut selves.” Please take a moment to review the meanings of these words as listed
in Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary, then ponder the selective meaning compiled by the authors
of The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names, as cited in the above quote from their
booklet. In their attempt to “put it all together,” here is what they come up with:
In essence, the word Gad means the ability to deliver.208

Although no reference we consulted, including Strong’s, even so much as mentions the word “deliver”
among the possible applications of the variant words for “God,” this is the meaning settled upon by the
authors of the booklet mentioned above. We challenge them to produce documentation supporting their
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claim that this Hebrew word can mean “the ability to deliver.” The authors also concluded, “It can
therefore be said that the word Gad carries the grandeur of mightiness in its intrinsic meaning.”209
We are at a loss as to how one can read the meanings listed in Strong’s, such as “crowd, attack,
invade, overcome, gash, assemble (troops), gather, cut selves,” then conclude, “Thus, Gad means the
ability to deliver and carries the grandeur of mightiness in its intrinsic meaning.” Let’s focus on their
enhancement of the word “attack” as found among the “intrinsic meanings” of the word God. There is
another Hebrew name that can be traced to mean “attack.” Since other names can be traced to the word
“attack,” then surely they deserve “equal rights” to be applied as titles to the Creator as well, right? Well,
this other name that can be traced to the word “attack” is none other than the name “Satan”! Satan is
word #7854 in Strong’s and comes from word #7853, which means “to attack”! To illustrate this fact, we
are displaying the listings for these words as found in Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary:
7854. שׂטןsâtân, saw-tawn’; short. from 7853; an opponent; espec.
(with the art. pref.)
Satan, the arch-enemy of good:—adversary, Satan,
withstand.
7853.  שׂטַ ןsâtan, saw-tan’;
a prim. root; to
attack, (fig.) accuse:—(be an) adversary,
resist.

If we can legitimately take the Hebrew word “GOD” and somehow glorify its meaning of “attack” as
it relates to Yahweh, then why can’t we just go ahead and do the same thing with “attack” as it relates to
the word “SATAN”? In other words, if the connotation “attack” as it relates to “GOD” justifies referring
to Yahweh as “our God,” then why can’t the connotation “attack” as it relates to “SATAN” justify
referring to Yahweh as “our Satan”? Thus, by employing the logic promoted by the authors of The Truth
About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names, we would be equally justified in referring to
Yahweh as “our Satan.” It is our hope that the reader will see through this method of reasoning and not
settle for any such dishonorable titles.
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2. “Cause and Effect Defining” of Words: Forcing Definitions?
pon being challenged regarding God’s “intrinsic meaning” of “the ability to deliver,” Mr. Soto
defended the reasoning employed in their treatise, saying,

U

After studying that ‘to invade or attack’ was among the possible meanings of the Hebrew word
Gawd, Elder George considered the ‘effect’ of such meanings intended in the life of the tribe of
Gad, as prophesied by Leah, Jacob, and Moses. The effect is obvious, because if one ‘invades
and/or attacks’ one’s enemies, if victorious, the military action has ‘delivered’ you from your
enemies. If Yahueh is the one that ‘invades or attacks’ our enemies to destroy them for our
benefit, the effect of His divine actions is to ‘deliver’ us. Therefore, Elder George concluded that
in the case of Gad (the son of Jacob) and the Gadites (the Tribe that descended from him), the
prophetic emphasis (or blessing if you prefer) was that through show of strength (required if an
‘attack or invasion’ is to be carried out) Yahueh would ‘deliver’ (which is what happens when
you ‘overcome’ your enemies) Gad. Finally, please observe that we did not claim that any
sources defined Gad as ‘deliverance.’
We argued that based on the TEXTUAL
OBSERVATIONS in Scripture, that the word Gad meant deliverance through power and
might.210 (emphasis his)

As we have previously explained, we have encountered leaders who will resort to a type of selective
exegesis, or “selective defining” when it comes to proving that which they wish to promote as truth, and
the above commentary is a classic example of this. On the surface, Mr. Soto’s explanation may seem
credible, but as Journalist Henry Louis Mencken observed: “There is always an easy solution to every
human problem: neat, plausible, and wrong.”211 Silvio Soto attempts to paint a beautiful etymological
sketch of the “intrinsic meaning” of God, but once the veneer is removed, what’s left is anything but
beautiful.
The particular line of reasoning promoted by co-authors Dale George and Silvio Soto is what June and
I have dubbed “Cause and Effect Defining.” The cause: INVADING. The effect: VICTORY, which
must in turn mean “deliverance.” The cause: ATTACKING. The effect: DEFEAT OF THEIR
ENEMIES, which means they were “delivered.” Hence, we see a new method of defining words: Cause
and effect definitions.
Let’s take a look at how we could employ “Cause and Effect Defining” in English:
With “Cause and Effect Defining” of words, the word “drought” actually means “bankrupt.” You see,
the farmer who planted his fields in the spring was not aware of the blistering summer drought that lay
ahead, and in the end, after his withering crops finally succumbed to the lack of rain, he went bankrupt.
The cause: DROUGHT. The effect: BANKRUPTCY. Therefore, according to the “Cause and
Effect Definition Rule,” the word “drought” actually means “bankrupt.”
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From a group e-mail (entitled “Re: Larry’s Reply Re: GAD Etymology”) sent by Silvio Soto to 35 recipients on March 20,
2001 at 11:47 PM CDT.
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Henry Louis Mencken, quoted from “The Divine Afflatus,” A Mencken Chrestomathy, chapter 25, p. 443 (1949). This
essay was originally published in the New York Evening Mail, November 16, 1917, and reprinted in Prejudices: Second Series
(1920).
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Perhaps the word “spanking” really means “improved grades at school,” based on “cause and effect
defining” of words. You see, everyone is upset at Johnny because he keeps disrupting class. The teacher
finally spanks Johnny and peace is restored in the classroom, resulting in a much improved learning
environment, which in turn shows up as BETTER GRADES on student report cards! The “effect” here
(better grades) was brought about (caused) by the spanking. Thus, the word “spanking” really means
“improved grades at school.”
We hope all can see the fallacy in defining and interpreting the meanings of words based on authors
Dale George and Silvio Soto’s expressed method of exegesis as found in their treatise The Truth About
Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names. There are several Hebrew words that mean
“deliverance,” such as teshua and peleytah. The word “God” is not one of those words, so let’s not force
such a meaning on it!
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3. A “Cutting” Definition of God
s George Gabler previously commented (it bears repeating), “Yahweh applies such titles as El, El
Shaddai, Elohim, Tsoor, Shalom, Rapha, Bârâ, Asâh, Gâ’al, etc., because they describe Him ...
where does Yahweh describe Himself as Gad (pronounced gawd) or apply God as His name or
His title? Gad was an “acceptable” Hebrew word with a known meaning, i.e., to cut, divide,
attack, invade, and overcome. How does this describe Yahweh? This seems to fit more into the character
of the angel of light, a.k.a. Satan, Zeus, Jupiter, Mithras, Tammuz, Ra, etc., ... the one of many names ...
and especially the name God, the one who invaded heaven, dividing the angelic hosts, attacking
Yahweh’s people and yes, even overcoming the saints of Yahweh. Something to ponder: Where does
Yahweh give permission for anyone to apply such a name to Him, either as a name or a title? Where does
Scripture say it’s okay to apply the names of pagan idols to Yahweh “so long as it doesn’t cover or hide
His name”?”

A

The Hebrew word “God” has another “intrinsic meaning” that was conveniently left out by the
authors of The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names. This involves the sense of
“cutting,” and although the authors did include this meaning along with the other definitions, they did not
choose to elaborate. We again quote from page 78 of their booklet, this time underlining the references to
“cutting”:
Strong’s also argues that guwd is linguistically “akin to 1413,” that is, the word Gadad, which it
defines as:
“To crowd; also to gash (as if by pressing into):—assemble (selves by troops), gather (selves
together, self in troops), cut selves.”212

Again, the authors did not elect to elaborate on the “intrinsic meaning” of the word “God” as it relates
to “gash” or “cut selves.” Interestingly, The New Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew-Chaldee
Lexicon does give us further insight into the meaning of “to gash” and “cut selves.” Shown below is an
excerpt from their listing of the meanings of word #1413:
1. cut oneself, as religious (heathen) practice 1K 1828; practised also by men of Shechem, etc. in
worship of , (late) Je 415; for the dead, forbidden Dt 141....213

As this reference affirms, there are some very negative “intrinsic meanings” attributed to the word
“GOD” and its variants, and one cannot properly extract an outright honorable meaning without forcing it.
Thus, no matter how you “cut it,” this word is not appropriate to apply as a title for our Heavenly Father.
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P

erhaps much of this debate could be resolved by our examining a major point of contention that
exists between us and the “opposing camp.” Way back in “Objection #1,” we quoted a gentleman
who insisted that he is not in the least persuaded by our reasoning because we have not, to his
satisfaction, proven that the “English God” is connected to the “Hebrew God.” Again, here is what
he wrote:
I still do not believe the Baal God of Isaiah 65:11 has anything to do with the titles used in English of
Lord and God. I do not believe you have proven ‘Gad’ of this passage is the ‘gott’ of the Teutonic
tribes, which influenced the English to use the title ‘God.’ ... I don’t believe you can make such a
connection and successfully prove your point beyond a reasonable doubt.214

Robert Young, after examining the original study that June and I wrote on this subject, expressed the
same reasoning in his article “Is it Right to Call Yahweh Our God?”:
The word ‘God,’ on the other hand, though it sounds the same as the Hebrew term for the name of the
god of fortune, is not the same word in English, but a word meaning ‘the object of worship,’ ‘the
Supreme Being,’ etc. This is what Yahweh is. There is no actual connection between ‘God’ in
English and ‘Gad’ in English, nor between ‘God’ in English and ‘G-d,’ which sounds the same, in
Hebrew. To compare the two is like comparing apples and oranges, as the saying goes. They just are
not linked in our language regardless of how the word ‘God’ came to be in our language (something
that has not, and probably cannot, be established).215

In dealing with the logic of those who insist that referring to Yahweh as “our God” honors Him
simply because etymologists have not been able to definitely show a connecting link, there are certain
etymological factors that must not be overlooked. When it comes to tracing the origin of the word God,
as we have already seen, even the etymologists themselves admit uncertainty -- going so far as to term
their own best efforts a futile “tangle of guesses.” Neither June nor I are aware of a single person
(etymologists included) who can say with certainty that the “English God” definitely did or definitely did
not come to us from the Hebrew language. No one knows for sure! But one thing we do know: “God” is
pronounced exactly like “Gad” [ !]גדBoth are pronounced as gawd!
Since we cannot rely on the etymologists’ “tangle of guesses” to trace the “English God,” and since
some individuals tend to be more concerned about establishing an indisputable connection than in
considering what Yahweh has to say about an idol whose name is pronounced identically, perhaps it
would be wise for us to address this from another angle. Let’s consider the primary function of
languages. The primary function of language is to convey certain ideas, concepts, thoughts, etc.,
including names and titles. Words, including names, are primarily transmitted by the means in which
they are pronounced. The real purpose behind the spelling of words is to preserve their actual sound.
The writers of Scripture transmitted the phonetic sounds of names, including the names of heathen idols,
by giving us the letters representing their sounds. What better identification of a person or thing than its
actual name spoken in accordance with its phonetic inflection? The Hebrew spelling “giymel, daleth”
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Excerpt from an e-mailed commentary (entitled “RE: Is Yahweh Your ‘God’? Final Installment”) submitted by the
individual we previously identified by his pseudonym Dauid ben Yacov on October 10, 2000.
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From “Is it Right to Call Yahweh Our God?” by Robert Young, May 2, 2001, p. 5.
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( )גדcarries the pronunciation gawd, which according to its phonetic inflection, is pronounced identically
to the word commonly associated with the name of the Creator of the universe by most world religions.
Regardless of where the word God as handed down to us from the Indo-European languages
originated, it carries the same sound as that of its ancient “predecessor,” if you will. In other words, it
shouldn’t matter to anyone whether or not the “English” God descends from a Hebrew or pre-Hebraic
origin -- the fact of the matter is, the pronunciation is identical. Even though most etymologists don’t
even consider the possibility that the English God descends from the Hebrew God, there is truly a
perspective that merits close evaluation and consideration.
Etymology can be a very tricky game of words. Consider, for example, the etymology of the word
“tour.” The etymologists say the English word tour hails from “Middle English, ‘a turn,’ from Old
French, influenced by tourner, ‘to turn about,’ from Latin tornus, ‘lathe.’ See TURN.”216
Is the above etymological trace correct? Perhaps so, but please consider the following alternate
possibility: Look up word #8446 in Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary. It is the Hebrew word
תּוּר, pronounced tûwr. The word tûwr represents a virtually identical pronunciation match with the
English word tour. What is even more remarkable is the fact that the Hebrew word tûwr has virtually the
same meaning as the English word tour! Notice the meaning of tûwr as found in Strong’s:
8446. תּוּרtûwr, toor; a prim. root: to meander
(caus. guide) about, espec. for trade or
reconnoitring:—chap [-man], sent to descry, be
excellent, merchant [-man], search (out), seek, (e-)
spy (out).

Notice that the Hebrew word tûwr means “to meander” or “guide about,” -- it is virtually synonymous
with the English word tour! As revealed by Strong’s, the English word tour comes a lot closer to
resembling the Hebrew word tûwr than it does the Old French tourner, both in pronunciation and in
meaning. This is especially significant in light of the fact that Hebrew predates the French language by
thousands of years! Is it “just a coincidence” that tour and tûwr have essentially the same pronunciation
and meaning after all these years, or could it be that the English word tour in fact does come to us from a
Hebraic origin?
Again, the etymologists expect us to believe that our word “tour” comes from a Latin word meaning
“to turn.” As shown above, a Hebrew word pre-dating the Latin by thousands of years carries a
comparable meaning to our English word and is pronounced identically. Which etymological trace
provides the most credible origin of the word tour? We believe it is rather obvious that the word tour
comes to us from the Hebrew language, having survived for all these millennia. This brings us to the
word God. According to the same etymologists who “traced” the origin of the word tour, “God” can only
be traced as far as a Gothic root. According to Strong’s, God is the name of a heathen idol. Which
etymological trace is most likely? Is it “just a coincidence” that both the English God and the Hebrew
Gawd are traced to heathen idol worship?
216
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Regardless of any other link or association between the “English God” and the name of the heathen
idol condemned by Yahweh, both words are pronounced identically, and according to Yahweh, this
word’s pronunciation represents a phonetic match with the name of a heathen idol worshipped by those
who forsake Him. Notwithstanding the etymologists’ “tangle of guesses” admission, we believe it is
prudent to approach this matter from the perspective that, indeed, God represents the name of a heathen
idol condemned by Yahweh. This same word has been adopted by the languages from whose roots our
English language developed. Its pronunciation has been retained, but it has been culturally and
linguistically redefined to not only become an acceptable title meaning “Supreme Deity,” but it has also
gone “full circle” to become the very name of the Creator as recognized by most casual worshippers in
the English-speaking world. If we factor in the knowledge that we should all have regarding the cunning
deceits employed by the adversary, the matter is sealed ... for we can hopefully discern that he would
definitely prefer that no one knows the Creator’s name (much less speak it!) ... but if we do know His
name is Yahweh, this same adversary would be more than happy to settle for us at least employing God as
an “acceptable English translation” of the Hebrew Elohim. Unfortunately, as specified in Revelation
12:9, all of us have been deceived in many ways, including the name we have been taught as belonging to
our Heavenly Father and the title by which we can honorably refer to Him. We are all most likely still
deceived in many ways, but hopefully we are striving to come out of spiritual Babylon -- out of the
deception.
Is the name/title God one of those deceptions we need to “come out of”? Based on all the evidence
we have examined, June and I believe it is.
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A

lthough we believe there are just too many similarities between the Hebrew God and the English
God for us to seriously consider them to be mere “coincidences,” it is nevertheless important that
we establish one thing when comparing words that are pronounced the same in two different
languages: Just because a certain word is pronounced identically in another language does not
necessarily mean one is derived from the other! There are many words in Hebrew that have English
homonyms, yet are clearly unrelated. Shown on the next page are a few examples:
English
Word
Boots
Baker
Bore
Barber
Dog
Door
Tool
Moth
Niece
Sock
Pay
Shade
Shame

Hebrew
Homonym
bûts
beker
bôr
barbûr
dawg
dôr
tûwl
mawth
neece
sawk
peh
shêd
shêm

Strong’s #
948
1070
1252
1257
1709
1755, 1756
2904
4962
5211
5519
6310
7700
8035

Hebrew
Meaning
Fine linen
A young camel
Purity, cleanness
A fowl (fattened by grain)
A fish
A dwelling
Clay; miry
An adult; by imp., a man
A fugitive
A crowd; multitude
The mouth
A demon; devil
Name

Our displaying the above homonyms should not be construed as an attempt on our part to insinuate or
otherwise imply that their pronunciation matches point to a relationship between the Hebrew word and its
English homonym. We are not about to suggest that anyone we should refrain from referring to the
daughter of a sibling as a “niece” simply because of its corresponding negative Hebrew homonym
meaning “fugitive”!
Nevertheless, when it comes to our worship of Yahweh and the relationship we should all seek to
establish with Him, we should pay close attention to the words we employ as titles. The word God has
both positive and negative aspects when we examine its use as a Hebrew word. This is a point recognized
not only by ourselves, but by our opponents as well, as we will see later. While we have addressed the
negative aspects surrounding the word God, we must simultaneously recognize that it can be used to mean
some intrinsically good things as well. For example, the word God in Hebrew can also be used to mean
“coriander seed” (word #1407 in Strong’s). Does the fact that this word can be used to mean “coriander
seed” offer any justification for employing it as a title for Yahweh? No, it does not. There are many
Hebrew words that aren’t necessarily “bad” terms which would nonetheless not qualify as titles for
Yahweh. Conversely, there are many Hebrew words that are definitely “pure” and “clean” that would
qualify. The question is, “Is it proper to take the name of a heathen idol from one language or culture,
incorporate it into another language, then redefine that word as an acceptable title for Yahweh?”
We have already shown that a culture could conceivably borrow a word (such as “moon), introduce
the pronunciation of that word into their own language with its own spelling (mun), and then redefine it as
meaning “the sun.” This would be strange, but there is nothing that either morally or linguistically forbids
such an act. The real question we are asking, then, is more complex than simply inquiring as to whether
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or not it is morally wrong to borrow and redefine words from one language to another. The question we
repeatedly ask is, “Is it proper to take a Hebrew word that was originally the name of a heathen idol,
incorporate it into the Germanic / Indo-European languages, then redefine it as ‘Supreme Deity’?” In
other words, is it okay to take something “negative” from another language, then redefine it as “something
good” in another language while employing it as a title for the Creator?
Furthermore, should we presume the “best” about the word God -- that it “just happened” to turn up in
the Indo-European languages as a generic term for deity, but is in no way related to the Hebrew word
God? How safe and accurate is such a presumption? How secure do you feel about the etymologists’
(non)conclusions pertaining to the origin of the word God? Is it worth the risk of undermining Yahweh’s
intentions as expressed in Isaiah 65:11?
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n his article entitled “Is It Right To Call Yahweh Our God?”, Robert Young’s apparent
misunderstanding pertaining to the relationship between the Hebrew God and the English God is
made manifest in the following commentary:
Thus in Hebrew ‘g-d’ (pronounced like our English word ‘God’ and, as generally thought, meaning
‘good fortune,’ or ‘good happening’) is acceptable by Yahweh so that He uses it as the name of a gate
in His millennial temple, and in His New Jerusalem, when it is thus used as the name of a tribe of
Israel, but is not acceptable when used in worship as the name of the god of fortune (by those who
forsake Yahweh). Therefore, when used in its common meaning in Hebrew it seems it would not be
wrong to say ‘Yahweh is my g-d,’ that is, ‘Yahweh is my good fortune,’ Yahweh is my good
happening,’ for indeed He is that.217

Once again, in our response, we call upon George Gabler, who issued his rebuttal to Mr. Young’s
article the day following its appearance:
Why, then, is there no record of any Hebrew ever saying that [Yahweh is my good fortune]? They
could have! It was said of a child being born. So why in all the Psalms is there not one mention of
this being applied to YAHWEH? On the other hand, the only biblical example of YAHWEH applying
the term or a root of that term to Himself does not agree with this ‘good fortune’ reasoning. It is
clearly used in the context of division. Where does a man become greater than YAHWEH and
redefine YAHWEH’S own will?
If anyone wants to say Yahweh is my ‘favorable happening,’ I’m sure they have enough sense to
simply say it! What is being ignored is that this is not just about pronunciation and meanings, it is
about an entity YAHWEH Himself identifies as a completely separate entity, a defiant demon, and the
fact that the world sees GOD also as a separate entity. The world does not worship YAHWEH;
therefore, they worship GOD, and whether this entity is the demonic entity of Isaiah 65:11 or a
different demonic entity is a moot question. It really doesn’t make any difference which demon is
worshipped, carrying over that name in conjunction with worshipping YAHWEH is an abomination
regardless!218

Indeed, as brought up by George Gabler, the authors of Scripture had plenty of opportunities to refer
to Yahweh as their “good fortune,” yet chose not to. Not even once. We would like to suggest that this is
not mere coincidence.
Perhaps at one time, as our opponents frequently point out, God was a completely pure word with
nothing intrinsically negative about it. Perhaps at one point in time, obviously before it became
associated with the name of the Canaanite deity of fortune, god was a common noun that simply meant
“wonderful blessing,” and as such would not have been dishonorably applied to Yahweh. Even if this
etymological possibility were true, nothing can change the fact that this word underwent a serious
evolutionary change!
Words have been known to go through evolutionary changes like that: The most common word
associated with this evolutionary change is the word gay. Prior to the 20th century, this word was
commonly understood to mean happily excited, merry and lively. Even by the time of the mid-20th
217

From “Is It Right To Call Yahweh Our God?” by Robert Young, May 2, 2001, pp. 4-5.
From George Gabler’s rebuttal to “Is It Right To Call Yahweh Our God?” by Robert Young, issued on May 3, 2001. Mr.
Gabler’s rebuttal consists of a copy/paste of Young’s entire article with his commentary counterpoints inserted throughout.
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century, the general public had not yet caught on to the gradual shift in meaning. Today, the primary
understanding of gay is as an adjective meaning “homosexual.” In relatively recent history, it would have
been considered a compliment to describe someone as being “gay.” Today, such a description is
considered libelous and slanderous – a defamation of a “straight” person’s character. The word silly is
another example. Today when we think of a silly person, we regard him or her as exhibiting a lack of
wisdom or good sense. In its original sense, however, it meant blessed, innocent and even happy.219 The
word villain originally referred to any individual who lived on a farm.220
Centuries ago, then, anyone referring to a gay villain expressed a completely different intent than what
is commonly understood in today’s society. A gay villain would once have referred to a merry farm
dweller! Today it can only be understood as a reference to a wicked homosexual. For us to properly
function in today’s society, it is necessary to adapt to the customary usage and understanding of the
“modern vernacular” when it comes to basic communication. Thus, we only employ the word “gay” if we
are referring to homosexuals. When we refer to a “silly” person, it is usually a lighthearted attempt to
poke fun at their wisdom. When we refer to the villain in a movie, it is always a reference to an
antagonist. In the same way, God may have once been an innocent, pure term that evolved into
something far different. By the time Isaiah 65:11 was penned, it was certainly recognized by Yahweh as
an idol worshipped by those who forsake Him. For June and me, this understanding of God forever
changed whatever previously noble connotations this word may have once had. For others in our society,
the word God may have “re-evolved” into a word with “good connotations.” This is where June and I
disagree, for we recognize the definition imputed by Yahweh as being final. If Yahweh has the “final
say,” God is simply an idol worshipped by those who forsake Him. Because we have chosen to recognize
Yahweh’s word as the “final word,” we find it detestable to even consider employing God as an
honorable title for Yahweh.
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Cf. Dictionary of Word Origins by Joseph T. Shipley, Philosophical Library, New York, 1945, p. 323, where we read of its
journey to us from the German language: “G. saelig, blessed—the Germans (Jews) may still refer to a dead person as e.g. “My
mother selig”.. With the Norman Conquest, the victorious Normans had nothing to do but hunt and play; they were blessed,
seely. Thus gradually the word came to mean idle.”
220
Cf. Dictionary of Word Origins by Joseph T. Shipley, Philosophical Library, New York, 1945, p. 379, where we read, “A
dweller on the farm was a villein or villain.”
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Objection #10: Mentioning the Names of Other Elohim:
What Does it Mean? What Does it Not Mean?
1. Does the Spirit of the Law Always Require a Literal Application?

A

nother objection that has been raised in opposition to our stand involves the interpretation of such
verses as Exodus 23:13, Joshua 23:7 and Psalms 16:4. Each of these verses exhorts Yahweh’s
people to not even mention the names of heathen idols. Let’s examine each text and the
arguments used to persuade people that none of these verses infer anything negative with regard
to the name/title God. Shown below is Exodus 23:13:
13

¶ And in all things that I have said unto you be circumspect: and make no mention of the name
of other mighty ones, neither let it be heard out of thy mouth.

A literal interpretation of the above verse requires concluding that we are commanded to not mention,
i.e., speak, the names of heathen idols. Now let’s examine Joshua 23:6-7:
6

¶ Be ye therefore very courageous to keep and to do all that is written in the book of the law of
Moses, that ye turn not aside there from to the right hand or to the left;
7
That ye come not among these nations, these that remain among you; neither make mention of the
name of their mighty ones, nor cause to swear by them, neither serve them, nor bow yourselves unto
them.

Once again, a literal understanding of the above passage requires concluding that not only are we
commanded not to swear by the names of heathen idols ... not only are we commanded to neither serve
their idols nor bow down to them, but we are also commanded to not mention their names!
Finally, let’s examine Psalms 16:4 to see what King David had to say about this topic:
4

¶ Their sorrows shall be multiplied that hasten after another mighty one: their drink offerings of
blood will I not offer, nor take up their names on my lips.

Once again, King David seems to follow the same pattern as laid out in the Torah: Not mentioning the
names of heathen idols.
The question that has been raised as a result of this discussion is, “Does not mentioning the names of
heathen idols mean not mentioning the names of heathen idols?” If not, then exactly what does “not
mentioning” mean in those verses? Coincidentally, I was directed to a web site discussion forum where
this very topic was debated. A woman wrote to express her genuine concern of the grave difficulties
associated with removing the names of heathen idols from our lips. Here is a response she was given:
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The injunction against having the names of other gods on one’s lips has to do with the worship of the
said gods, not the mere sounds of their names. If the sounds were what was wrong, then we would
never be able to read certain Scriptures out loud.221

On the surface, the individual imparting this piece of insight appears to have made a valid point.
Indeed, in the process of exhorting someone to not worship a certain idol, we may well have to mention
that idol’s name, much as Elijah did in his famous encounter with the “prophets of Baal” on Mt. Carmel (I
Kings 18:19-40).
Curiously, though, we are unable to find any solid evidence that King David was ever guilty of
violating his own literal declaration as found in Psalms 16:4. The only idol mentioned by name in Psalms
is Baal-Peor, found in Psalms 106:28. However, the author of Psalms 106 remains anonymous to this
day, and it was most likely not David. According to The NIV Study Bible, “It was most likely authored by
a Levite in Jerusalem sometime after the return of some of the exiles.”222 In our research, this is the only
idol whose name is specifically mentioned in the book of Psalms, and as we’ve just shown, this Psalm
was most likely not authored by David! This is a very important aspect to consider as we proceed with
our study.
Some individuals attempt to portray Psalms 16:4 as not really reflecting David’s intent to not speak
the names of idols. In the web site discussion forum pertaining to this Psalm, one individual wrote, “If
you read this psalm for deeper meaning, you will see that it has nothing to do with saying the false-Gods’
names.”223
This, however, was not the understanding of those who produced the Septuagint, which is the Greek
translation of the original Hebrew Scriptures, completed in the third century BCE. Note how this
translation renders Psalms 16:4:
4

¶ Their weaknesses have been multiplied; afterward they hasted. I will by no means assemble their
bloody meetings, neither will I make mention of their names with my lips.

This version makes it clear that King David’s resolute determination was to not even speak the names
of idols. Other scholars similarly recognize David’s expression as indicating an aversion to speaking the
names of heathen deities. According to The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, “The psalmist makes no
mention of their idols, in keeping with his declaration that he will not ‘take up their names’ on his lips (cf.
Hos. 2:17). He rejects and shows disdain for the alleged powers of the numerous pagan deities.”224
Nineteenth century Hebraist and commentator Franz Delitzsch’s understanding of King David’s
intentions in penning Psalms 16:4, as expressed in his Commentary on the Old Testament, are that he took
great pains to avoid speaking the names of heathen idols:
In v. 4c the expression of his abhorrence attains its climax: even their names, i.e., the names of their
false gods, which they call out, he shuns taking upon his lips, just as is actually forbidden in the Tôra,
221

From a posting submitted by “Shlomoh” on 04/27/01 to EliYah’s Forums, www.eliyah.com. The discussion forum topic
was entitled “Psalms 16.4.”
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From The NIV Study Bible, Kenneth Barker, General Editor, Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, MI, 1985, p. 899.
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From a posting submitted by “Grace” on 05/01/01 to EliYah’s Forums, www.eliyah.com. The discussion forum topic was
entitled “Psalms 16.4.”
224
From The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, Volume 5, Frank E. Gæbelein, General Editor, Zondervan Publishing House,
Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1991, p. 155.
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Does the Spirit of the Law Always Require a Literal Application?
Exod. 23:13 (cf. Const. Apost. V. 10 εἴδωλον μνημονεύειν ὀνόματα δαιμονικά).; He takes the side of
Jahve.225

As we consider these verses of Scripture, we need to bear in mind that although we may come away
with the understanding that the names of heathen idols had to occasionally be mentioned in order to
caution believers to not worship such deities, it is likewise clear that the names of these idols were
mentioned sparingly. Various individuals, as we are about to see, point out that the injunction against
“mentioning” the names of heathen idols really means “mentioning them in a worshipful way.”
During our October 2000 group e-mail discussion, I asked Silvio Soto if he could share his
understanding of verses such as Exodus 23:13 and Joshua 23:7. What follows is his reply:
My reply: The issue on the above two Scriptures surrounds the phrase ‘not to mention the names’ of
false deities. Particularly the word ‘mention’ (Strong’s #2142) is the focus of attention. The BrownDriver-Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon (under their entry for this word) specifically denotes the
usage of this word in both of the Scriptures you refer to and defines it as:
‘mention, a. sq. acc. pers. Gn 4014 (E; sq.  אֶל־pers.), י׳,= call upon Is 626, name
of  י׳2613 491 (║ )קראני, name of other gods, neg., Ex 2313 (JE; ║ ;)י ִשּׁמַּעsq. בּשֵׁם
Am 610, cf. ψ 208 (De Che al. boast of, praise, (LXX μεγαλυνθσόμεθα whence
Hup Bae prop.  = נַּגְבִּירwe display strength), neg. Jos. 237 ....’
Gesenius also agrees and states, ‘to make mention of ... Especially to make mention of with praise, to
praise, to celebrate.’
Therefore, the Law is not against the mere mentioning of a false deity’s name, but against the act of
vocally calling upon, crying out to, or worshipping that deity whose name is being mentioned. A
better translation would be ‘not to invoke the names of false deities,’ as the law is obviously
addressing the intent of the heart wishing to commit idolatry. Note how Owen’s Analytical Key to the
Old Testament renders Ex. 23:13, which reads, ‘... you shall not call upon the names of other deities in
worship, praise, celebration, in boasting of them, or to give honor to them in any way. Neither let such
be heard out of your mouth.’
In light of this, simply vocalizing or writing the name of a false deity is NOT a violation of the
commandment recorded in Ex. 23:13 and Josh. 23:7. If it were, then Yahu`eh Himself and His
inspired prophets would be among the greatest violators of this command (for all make ‘mention’ of
various false deities by way of reference). Again, one individual could mention the name Zeus and not
violate the Law, while another could mention the name Zeus and be in sin! Obviously, the one whose
INTENTION is to invoke the false deity is in clear violation. However, I suspect you already know all
of this.226

Mr. Soto’s point is well taken. It can be established that if the mandates of Exodus 23:13 and Joshua
23:7 are to be taken literally, then indeed Elijah and others violated it, yet were not reprimanded by
Yahweh for doing so. Clearly, if someone said, “Do not associate with anyone who worships Baal,” that
person was not sinning in speaking the name Baal.
On the other hand, anyone shouting, “Praise be to Baal!” would have been in violation of the
commandment. We agree with Mr. Soto, then, on this point, as we do not deny the importance of an
225

From Commentary on the Old Testament by C.F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, translated by Francis Bacon, Volume 5,
Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA (originally published by T. & T. Clark, Edinburgh. 1866-91), 2001, p. 139.
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From a group e-mail sent by Silvio Soto on October 31, 2000 at 11:03:05 PM CST.
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individual’s intentions. Clearly, Elijah and other believers uttered the names of heathen idols, but their
intentions, in keeping with Mr. Soto’s accurate assessment, was merely by way of reference. Very few
scholars are willing to treat Elijah’s mentioning the names of idols such as Asherah and Baal in an
attempt to reconcile his actions with the command found in Exodus 23:13. No commentary in our
possession addresses this question. In conducting an investigative internet search, however, I did run
across an interesting article entitled “How Do We Know Which Old Testament Laws Still Apply to
Christians?” by Eric V. Snow. On page 9 of his article he writes:
Did Elijah break this law [Ex. 23:13] when he said (I Kings 18:21): ‘How long will you hesitate
between two opinions? If the Lord is God, follow Him; but if Baal, follow him’? Worse yet, did Luke
violate this law by writing (Acts 14:12): ‘And they began calling Barnabas, Zeus, and Paul, Hermes,
because he was the chief speaker’? Did Apollos (Acts 18:24; I Cor. 1:12) violate it every time he
mentioned his own name? Obviously not. Here we face the need to probe the underlying principle of
this law: There could be no favorable discussion about false gods, nor should Israelites share with one
another details about how to worship false gods, instead of Yahweh. For the Bible itself demonstrates
that following the spirit of this law does not mean it requires always a totally literal application.227

Indeed, the Bible does demonstrate that the spirit of this law does not require a totally literal
application. As both Silvio Soto and Mr. Snow illustrate, the underlying principle surrounding Exodus
23:13 involves intention, as the undeniable texts of Scripture leave no room to doubt that early believers
did, albeit disparagingly, mention the names of pagan deities. At stake for the purpose of this study,
however, involves answering this question: “Just because it is not necessarily a sin to actually mention
the name of a heathen idol, does this mean it is appropriate to take the name of that heathen idol and apply
that name as a title for Yahweh?”
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From “How Do We Know Which Old Testament Laws Still Apply to Christians?” by Eric V. Snow, found at the following
web site address: http://www.biblestudy.org/maturart/otlawapp.pdf.

God’s Identity – According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars

2. Does “Not Mention” Really Mean “Not Invoke”?
ilvio Soto, in his previously mentioned evaluation of Ex. 23:13 and Joshua 23:7, wrote, “A better
translation would be ‘not to invoke the names of false deities,’ as the law is obviously addressing
the intent of the heart wishing to commit idolatry.” Let us do a quick investigation of Mr. Soto’s
claim to see if his exegetical conclusion is correct. A good way to test the validity of the translation
of a particular word is to look up other verses in which this same Hebrew word is translated as “mention.”
This Hebrew word, as indicated earlier, is #2142 in Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary. It is
pronounced zakar. This same Hebrew word is also translated “mention” in other verses of Scripture, such
as Psalms 87:4, as displayed below:

S

4

¶ I will make mention of Rahab and Babylon to them that know me: behold Philistia, and Tyre, with
Ethiopia; this man was born there.

Surely, if the Hebrew word zakar is “better translated” as “invoke,” as claimed above by Silvio Soto,
then to be consistent he must likewise believe that Psalms 87:4 should be translated “I will invoke Rahab
and Babylon ....” Such a translation, as I trust we can all agree, would be a gross misrepresentation of the
intention of the author of Psalms 87:4. With this in mind, we can hopefully discern that the word zakar’s
primary meaning, contrary to Soto’s claim, is not “invoke” or “call upon in worship.”
In fact, if we do a thorough word study of the word zakar, we will find that its primary meaning is “to
remember.” This word is translated “remember” 172 times in the King James Version. It is translated
“mention” 21 times, “remembrance” 10 times, “recorder” 9 times, “mindful” 6 times, “think” 3 times,
“bring to remembrance” twice, and “record” twice. It is also given various other translations, such as
“male” in Ex. 34:19, and it is mistranslated “burneth” in Isaiah 66:3. Given Zakar’s primary meaning of
“to remember,” we can hopefully see the close parallel that exists between the English words “remember”
and “mention.” Indeed, if we mention the name of an idol, we will better remember that idol’s name.
Conversely, if we don’t mention an idol’s name, we are more apt to forget that idol’s name and identity,
which would obviously be just fine with Yahweh!
Matthew Henry, in his Commentary on the Whole Bible, expresses his support that the intention
behind the inspiration of Exodus 23:13 and Joshua 23:7 is indeed that of utterly wiping out the memory of
the names of heathen idols:
They [the Israelites] must not show the least respect to any idol, nor make mention of the name of their
gods, but endeavour to bury the remembrance of them in perpetual oblivion, that the worship of them
may never be revived. They must not countenance others in showing respect to them. They must not
only not swear by them themselves, but they must not cause others to swear by them, which supposes
that they must not make any covenants with idolaters, because they, in the confirming of their
covenants, would swear by their idols; never let Israelites admit such an oath.228

We can thus hopefully see that Yahweh’s intent in inspiring these verses was not for anyone to
perpetuate the names of heathen idols, but that, so far as possible, we should utterly wipe those names
from our memories.
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From Commentary on the Whole Bible (One Volume edition) by Matthew Henry, Port City Bible Company, Tulsa, OK,
1972 (originally published in 1708), p. 238.
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In further stating his case with regard to what he perceives to be the true meaning of zakar as found in
Exodus 23:13 and Joshua 23:7, Mr. Soto wrote (as quoted in our previous chapter): “Gesenius also agrees
and states, ‘to make mention of ... Especially to make mention of with praise, to praise, to celebrate.’”229
We agree that certainly, in the context of those two verses, Yahweh does not want us to “make mention
with praise” the names of heathen idols. That is a “given”! However, we need to always bear in mind
that the meaning in a certain context does not signify that this same meaning will apply in another
context! As in the above example cited from Psalms 87:4, no one is going to translate that verse “I will
mention with praise Rahab and Babylon” (or so we hope!), even though the same Hebrew word is
employed in all three of the above-named verses of Scripture. It should also be noted that Gesenius’
Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon follows the same practice of The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and
English Lexicon in that the word zakar’s primary meaning is listed as being “to remember, to recollect, to
bring to mind.” Both lexicons’ listings of the specific contextual meanings of this Hebrew word fill at
least an entire page. While no one can deny the contextual meaning “to mention with praise” as listed by
Gesenius under the heading of Joshua 23:7, this reference also lists the meaning as being “to be
remembered, or recalled to mind, which is often equivalent to to be mentioned.”230
In the same way, The New Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew-English Lexicon lists “remember,
recall, call to mind” as being the primary meaning of the Hebrew word zakar. In more than a page and a
half of listed contextual meanings given by this reference, this word can also be understood as meaning
“be remembered, of particular days, in order to be observed, commemorated, Est 928 (sq.  ְונַּע ֲׅשׂיםobserve,
celebrate).”231 Let’s take a quick look at Esther 9:28 to demonstrate that, indeed, in its context as
employed in this verse, zakar can be understood as meaning “to remember in order to be observed or
commemorated.” Before we display this verse, it should be noted that the days being referred to are the
days of Purim, the festival in honor of the Jews’ deliverance from the ruthless Haman:
28

¶ And that these days should be remembered (zakar) and kept throughout every generation, every
family, every province, and every city; and that these days of Purim should not fail from among the
Jews, nor the memorial of them perish from their seed.”

Zakar, in the above verse, is indeed used in conjunction with the word translated “kept” () ְונַּע ֲׅשׂים, asah,
word #6213 in Strong’s), and as such carries the contextual meaning of “remember in order to be
observed or commemorated,” as cited by The New Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew-English
Lexicon. This does not mean, however, that we must understand this as representing the same meaning of
zakar as employed in other verses of Scripture! We have to be very careful when it comes to researching
the actual meaning of Hebrew words (see Objection #8 regarding “selective etymology and exegesis”).
I recently visited a web site that very effectively presented and explained the true meaning of the
Hebrew word zakar. The web site is hosted by non-Yahwists, who obviously do not use our Heavenly
Father’s name. What is interesting is how much importance they nevertheless ascribe to His name, even
though they themselves avoid its use! An article by Dr. Joe Temple on this web site delved into the true
meaning of the Hebrew word zakar as it relates to remembering Yahweh’s name. Due to a portion of the
article’s relevance to this topic, we would like to display it for your review. As we are quoting the text
229

Op. cit., from a group e-mail sent by Silvio Soto on October 31, 2000 at 11:03:05 PM CST.
From Gesenius’ Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon, translated by Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, LL.D., Baker Book House, Grand
Rapids, MI, 1979 (originally published in 1847), pp. 244-245 (word # 2142).
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word for word, you will note their use of the terms “Lord” and “God,” which we, of course, do not
support. We only display this excerpt to demonstrate the author’s brilliant understanding of the Hebrew
word zakar:
“CHARACTERIZED BY FORGETFULNESS”
This new declension was characterized by something else. It was characterized by what we call
forgetfulness. In verse 34 we read:
JUDGES 8
34 And the children of Israel remembered not the LORD their God, who had delivered them
out of the hands of all their enemies on every side:

The word “remembered” is an interesting word. It comes from the Hebrew word zakar, which really
means ‘mention.’ When we read that they did not remember the Lord, what we are actually reading is
that they didn’t mention the Lord, and that’s the reason we use the word “forgetfulness.” It’s easy to
forget if you don’t mention Him. That’s the reason the Psalmist was constantly saying, ‘I will mention
the loving kindnesses of the Lord.’ That is the reason that in the book of Malachi, the Book of
Remembrance was written, and in it was inscribed the names of those who met together and thought
upon His name. When we get to the place where we don’t ever mention the Lord, it won’t be long
until we are out of fellowship. Now that is a good thing to remember in your associations.
I was talking with someone today, and they said, “You know, when I’m with this certain group of
people, we never talk about the Lord; and when I’m with this other group, we are always talking about
the Lord. With the one group it is hard to do. With the other group it seems real easy.” And then this
person said, “You know, I have discovered that when I am in fellowship, I enjoy the company of the
group that mentions the name of the Lord.” This is always true. This was part of Israel’s declension.
They forgot the Lord because they didn’t mention Him. Then they didn’t talk about Him.232

With all due respect to Dr. Temple, we propose that he would receive a far greater blessing if he were
to actually put his own suggestion into practice: mentioning the actual name of the Creator, which is
Yahweh, not “the LORD.” Nevertheless, we believe Dr. Temple’s insight into the true meaning of the
Hebrew word zakar allows us to better understand Yahweh’s intent with regard to this word’s usage
throughout Scripture. Dr. Temple also effectively demonstrates how closely paralleled the words
“remember” and “mention” really are. This association is essential to our understanding of Yahweh’s
intent in such verses as Exodus 23:13. Indeed, Yahweh does not want His people to remember the names
of idols! Furthermore, if we cease from mentioning those names, eventually we will forget those names!
Yes, it is true that Elijah and others disparagingly “mentioned” the names of those idols, but remember
that his intent was to wipe out the memory of Baal in the process! Of a truth, Elijah’s mentioning of the
names Asherah and Baal in I Kings 18 pointed towards the end result he achieved (with Yahweh’s help):
Utterly smearing, reviling, and making a complete mockery out of the worship of these idols.
With all the above in mind, and recognizing God as the name of a heathen idol whose worship was
condemned by Yahweh, it should be clear that Yahweh would prefer for us to not even mention that
name, let alone tack it on as one of His “honorable titles”! If we absolutely must mention the name God,
it should be done disparagingly, not honorably! This is rather difficult to accomplish if we choose to
refer to Yahweh as “our God”! With this in mind, let’s do a quick comparison between the manner in
232
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which Elijah “mentioned” the names of heathen deities and the manner in which our opponents support
“mentioning” the name of the Canaanite deity of fortune, God.
Elijah

Supporters of the Title “God”

Mentioned the names of heathen idols
with the intent of ridiculing both them
and those who engage in the worship
of such idols.

Mention the “name” of a heathen idol
with the expressed intent that it has
now been culturally redefined as an
acceptable “title” for Yahweh. So long
as the “intent” is worshipping Yahweh
instead of the Canaanite deity, there is
nothing wrong with “mentioning” this
namejtitle (now considered “an
acceptable translation of the Hebrew
elohim”).

Certainly, as we presented earlier in this study, our opponents can be expected to protest the above
chart on the grounds that Elijah mentioned the name Baal, which was also attributed as a descriptive noun
title of Yahweh, even after the worship of Baal became a dominant feature in Israel. Indeed, they might
say, “If it was okay to refer to Yahweh as our Baal even after the contrivance of a deity named Baal, then
it must likewise be acceptable unto Yahweh for us to refer to Him as our God, even though there was a
heathen idol named God.” However, as we have previously stated in the course of this study (please refer
to Objection #9), there is a dramatic difference between Baal and God. The one began as a simple
generic title, but was later corrupted. The other was already corrupt before men chose to employ it in
reference to Yahweh. To imply that it was wrong to refer to Yahweh as a Baal after its corruption in the
form of a heathen idol’s name would be tantamount to declaring it wrong to refer to Yahweh as “our
Creator” simply because apostate man has begun worshipping an idol they have named Creator. (This
hasn’t happened yet, by the way, but that doesn’t mean it won’t!). God, unlike Baal, had long been
recognized as the name of a heathen deity before being recognized and accepted as a valid title for
Yahweh.
Our opponents’ persistence in drawing an analogy between Baal and God is comparable to attempting
to draw an analogy between Creator and Zeus. If our culture should somehow shift towards worshipping
a deity they name Creator, this does not mean that June and I will cease from referring to Yahweh as the
true Creator! Above all, though, the fact that our culture might devise such a scheme most definitely
does not give us a “green light” to refer to Yahweh as “our Zeus,” under the guise of the notion that since
the title “Creator” is now the name of a heathen idol, we can take the name already ascribed to another
heathen idol (Zeus) and culturally redefine it as an “acceptable English translation of the Hebrew title
Elohim”! As we established in Part One, the wrongful “paganizing” of the titles that Yahweh gave to
Himself does not give mankind a license to apply “just any old pagan name” to the Creator. This would
constitute a classic case of the proverbial “Two wrongs don’t make a right” expression.
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opefully, we have provided sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the primary meaning of the
Hebrew zakar is “to remember,” as well as “to mention.” We have also exhibited the close
association between “to remember” and “to mention.” Curiously, in the overwhelming majority
of times the word zakar is translated “to mention,” it reflects a slightly different Hebrew spelling
than it does when translated “to remember.” When translated “mention,” here is the common Hebrew
spelling of zakar: זכיר. When translated “remember,” zakar is often spelled זכר.
Earlier, as noted in the quotation we provided from Silvio Soto’s group e-mail, he stated that a “better
translation” of the Hebrew zakar is “to invoke.” We decided to put his “better translation” to the test,
asserting that a good way to test the validity of the translation of a particular word is to look up other
verses in which this same Hebrew word is translated as “mention.” In so doing, we were able to
demonstrate the absurdity in ascribing the meaning “to invoke” to this Hebrew word, as this would have
King David “invoking” both Rahab and Babylon in Psalms 87:4!
Unfortunately, though, Mr. Soto did not stop there, as he wrote, “Gesenius also agrees and states, ‘to
make mention of ... Especially to make mention of with praise, to praise, to celebrate.” Perhaps the
Hebrew word zakar, as employed in verses such as Psalms 45:17, can indeed be understood to further
convey and express the understanding of “praise” and “celebrate,” as indeed Yahweh’s very name is the
object of the verb in that verse:
17

¶ I will make Thy name to be remembered [zakar] in all generations: therefore shall the people
praise Thee for ever and ever!

Notice how the New Revised Standard Version of the Bible renders this same verse:
17

¶ I will cause Your name to be celebrated [zakar] in all generations: therefore the peoples will
praise You forever and ever!

Finally, notice how this same verse is translated in the Living Bible:
17

¶ I will cause Your name to be honored [zakar] in all generations: the nations of the earth will
praise You forever!

The key to understanding zakar, as explained earlier, lies in grasping its intended meaning as found in
the context of Scripture. In all three of the translations listed above, the rendering of zakar, though not
always entirely consistent with its inherent meaning, does not in any way detract from the obvious intent
of the author. However, rendering zakar as “honored” or “celebrated” in Psalms 45:17 does not mean this
same translation will work in other verses of Scripture!
For example, let’s examine Ezekiel 29:16 as found in the King James Version:
16

¶ And it shall be no more the confidence of the house of Israel, which bringeth their iniquity to
remembrance [zakar], when they shall look after them: but they shall know that I am Yahweh
Almighty!”

Would Mr. Soto, in his claim that zakar especially means “to praise” or “to celebrate,” uphold the
above verse being translated “... bringeth their iniquity to praise”?
God’s Identity – According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars

The True Meaning of “Zakar”

173

This same Hebrew word is also found in I Kings 17:18, and as should be obvious, it would be
unthinkable to believe this word could be rendered “praise” or “celebrate” in the context of the passage in
which it is found. Shown below is I Kings 17:17-18:
17

¶ And it came to pass after these things, that the son of the woman, the mistress of the house, fell
sick; and his sickness was so sore, that there was no breath left in him.
18
And she said to Elijah, ‘What have I to do with thee, O thou man of the Almighty? art thou come
unto me to call my sin to remembrance [zakar], and to slay my son?’

As with the previous Scriptural example, it would be a total misrepresentation of the Hebrew word
zakar to translate it “praise,” “celebration” or even “invoke” as used in I Kings 17:18. By the way, in
each of the above uses of the word zakar, it is spelled  זכירin Hebrew, the same as the normal Hebrew
spelling for zakar whenever it is translated “mention” or “make mention.”
With regard to arriving at the proper understanding of Yahweh’s intent when He inspired verses such
as Exodus 23:13 and Joshua 23:7 to be written, it is helpful to turn to the comments of others throughout
history to see how they understood Yahweh’s intent. The following commentary is taken from the Jewish
work entitled The Chumash, and includes commentaries from such rabbinical authorities as 18th century
Moroccan rabbi Chaim Ibn-Attar, also known as Ohr Ha`Chaim), 16th century Italian rabbi and physician
Ovadiah Sforno, and 11th century rabbi Rashi (Rashi is an acronym for Rabbi Solomon bar Isaac). These
rabbis’ comments represent Jewish understanding of the Torah for the past 900 years. With this in mind,
let’s examine a brief commentary on Exodus 23:13 as presented in The Chumash:
13.  — וּבְב ֹלEverything. A Jew must zealously observe all the positive and negative commandments
without exception, but especially vital is the need to avoid any semblance of worship or activity that
gives credence to other gods. Even to mention them or to cause others to do so [such as requiring
gentiles to swear by their deities] is forbidden (Sforno).
The 613 Commandments are parallel to the total of the organs and major blood vessels, because the
performance of every commandment safeguards one of them. Thus, by observing the commandments, one
safeguards his own health and survival — but the denial of God through idol worship is tantamount to the
transgression of the entire Torah (Or HaChaim).

 — ֹלא תַ זְבִּירוּYou shall not mention. Sforno notes the contrast between the two halves of the verse. In
the case of all the other commandments of the Torah, one must beware of violating them in deed. But
idol worship is so serious that one is forbidden even to speak of idols or be the cause of others
mentioning them.
A Jew may not say “I will meet you near the idol,” nor may he go into partnership with a non-Jew
on the understanding that, in case of a dispute, the gentile will be required to swear by the name of his
idol (Rashi).233

Clearly, Jewish thought for the past 900 years has reflected the understanding that we are not to
mention the names of heathen idols. An immediate question that comes to mind is, “If the Jewish
interpretation of Exodus 23:13 is that we should not speak the name of heathen idols, and if God is the
name of a heathen idol, then why do Jews refer to our Heavenly Father as ‘God’?” Unfortunately, it
appears that many Jews and Christians alike are guilty of disassociating, i.e., not mentioning the name of
our Heavenly Father (Yahweh), yet they simultaneously accept and mention the name of the Canaanite
233

From The Chumash: The Stone Edition, by Rabbi Nosson Scherman, Mesorah Publications, Ltd., Brooklyn, NY, 1997,
rabbinic commentary on Exodus 23:13, pp. 435-436.
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deity of fortune in reference to the Almighty. Thus, we must with great sadness express our belief that
many of those who claim to steadfastly adhere to the commandment of Exodus 23:13 do not actually
“practice what they preach.”
As we complete this section, we would like to quote one final historical reference to ancient belief
pertaining to Exodus 23:13 and the interpretation thereof: Jewish author Philo of Alexandria. Philo was a
Jew who was a contemporary of the Messiah and the apostles, a significant aspect to consider when
reading his writings. Not only this, but it can be demonstrated that Philo’s beliefs represented those of
normative Judaism. In response to a persecution of Jews in the year 38 CE, the Alexandrian Jews chose
Philo to head the Jewish delegation in order to plead their cause before the Roman emperor Gaius
Caligula. This is important because simple deductive reasoning leads us to conclude that the immense
Jewish population in Alexandria (around one million people) would not have chosen Philo as their
representative if his beliefs had not reflected normative Jewish belief and practice of the day.234 With this
understanding, let’s examine how Philo paraphrases the injunction found in Exodus 23:13:
Take not the name of any other gods into thy soul for a remembrance of them, and utter not their
names with thy voice, but keep both thy mind and thy speech far from all other interpositions, and turn
them wholly to the Father and Creator of the universe, that thus thou mayest cherish the most virtuous
and godly thoughts about his single government, and mayest speak words that are becoming and most
profitable both to thyself and to those that hear thee.235

Keep in mind as we read the above that Philo most certainly did not employ the title God in reference
to Yahweh, as God is a title of Yahweh only by modern contrivance. Although we do not have access to
a copy of the actual Greek text of Philo’s work, we can be fairly certain that he employed the generic term
Theos in reference to Yahweh. Philo did not support “taking the name” of heathen idols into our souls for
a “remembrance of them,” nor uttering their names with our voices. This was Philo’s understanding of
Exodus 23:13. While we can certainly understand that the names of heathen idols were occasionally
spoken by believers when it came down to defaming them, we can hopefully all see that Philo would not
have been in favor of taking one of the names of those heathen idols, then incorporating that name into the
language he spoke and culturally redefining that name as “an acceptable Greek translation of the Hebrew
title Elohim.” This is precisely what has happened with the Hebrew name God, and its frequent reference
to our Heavenly Father does not in any way help us to “not make a remembrance” of that deity’s name!
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This information was gleaned from the Foreword of the book The Works of Philo, translated by C. D. Yonge, Hendrickson
Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1993, pp. xi-xii.
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From The Works of Philo, “The Special Laws, II,” ch. XLVI (256), translated by C. D. Yonge, Hendrickson Publishers,
Peabody, MA, 1993, p. 593.
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4. The Names of Baalim
s we address our opponents’ claim that there is really nothing dishonorable about mentioning the
names of heathen idols (so long as the intent is noble), we have illustrated the “fine line” that
exists between the mere mentioning of an idol’s name in order to denigrate it and mentioning an
idol’s name either nonchalantly or with the intent to give it honor. In the case of Yahweh, the
name of a heathen idol, Gad/God has been linguistically and culturally accepted by many as an honorable
title for Him. Thus, those who refer to Yahweh as “our God” normally do so, not disparagingly, but with
the intention of honoring Yahweh, effectively minimizing the commandment found in Exodus 23:13.

A

Although we have presented the clear differences between referring to Yahweh as “our Baal” and
referring to Him as “our God,” there are nevertheless some obvious parallels that need to be addressed. In
Hosea 2:16-17, Yahweh mentions a time wherein His people will no longer refer to Him as Baali, but will
instead refer to Him as Ishi.
16

¶ And it shall be at that day, saith Yahweh, that thou shalt call Me Ishi; and shalt call Me no
more Baali;
17
for I will take away the names of Baalim out of her mouth, and they shall no more be remembered
by their name.

The word ishi (word #376 in Strong’s) is a Hebrew word meaning “man” or “husband.” Interestingly,
as we have already shown in this study, the word baal is also employed in Scripture to denote “husband.”
Could it be that Yahweh’s reason for no longer wishing to be known as Baali is because of the heathen
connotation that had by that time so tightly gripped this title? Indeed, this is the understanding promoted
by The Wycliffe Bible Commentary:
Restored Israel would address God as Ishi, literally, my husband, a word of tenderness. Baali is a
synonym of ishi, but it contains the word Baal (master), the name of a Canaanite deity. For this
reason it was associated with idolatry and rejected by Hosea. The Baalim (v. 18) will not be
mentioned by restored Israel, who then will be true to her Lord.236

Clearly, since the words Baali and Ishi are synonymous, there can only be one reason for Yahweh’s
wishing to disassociate Himself from the title Baali: The heathen connection that to this day remains
associated with this word.
This point is further underscored by The Layman’s Bible Encyclopedia:
In the early history of the nation of Israel, the title Baal was applied to Yahweh. (See YAHWEH)
This is made clear by the occurrence of names utilizing the word Baal, such as Meribbaal, Ish-baal,
and Beeliada; these are children of David and Jonathan, two known worshippers of the true God of
Israel (1 Chr. 8:34; 9:40; 14:7). In later years, however, Israel’s idolatry caused the name to fall into
disrepute and Hosea admonishes his hearers to refrain from referring to the LORD as Baali (“My
Baal” or “My Lord” Hos. 2:16).237
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We have already established the fact that despite its innocent origin, Baal became more widely known
and accepted as the name of a heathen deity. Strictly speaking, though, it rightly belongs to Yahweh as a
descriptive noun title vividly depicting the husband relationship He wants to have with His people. Only
because of how shamefully corrupted this word became does Yahweh wish to disassociate Himself from
it. Certainly we should all understand that no matter how innocent the origin of a title, if society loses
sight of that innocent nature, the honor of that title has been at the very least diminished and at worst
irreparably damaged. Such is the case with the title Baal.
Perhaps no finer explanation of the relevance of the name/title God to the title/name Baal has been
offered that exceeds the following insightful commentary submitted by George Gabler:
Okay ... which words, i.e., language, came first ... Hebrew or Canaanite ... is the basis for
determining cleanness or purity (?). My take is that all language, even Hebrew, has been corrupted,
because YAHWEH states:
‘For then will I turn to the people a pure language, that they may all call upon the name of
YAHWEH, to serve Him with one consent.’ [Zeph. 3:9]

Whether this corruption is internal or external probably doesn’t make much difference, because the
result is the same. Question: What is YAHWEH’S ‘pure language’? Presumably it is His language
and the one taught to mankind in the garden of Eden, but is not what was being entirely used by
Zephaniah’s time. We would have to conclude: a) YAHWEH’S language is the original, pure
language. b) No human language is pure. c) This is undesirable to YAHWEH because it affects
purity of worship, i.e., His Name! Therefore, it seems that YAHWEH’S motivation for restoring a
‘pure language’ is regarding integrity pertaining to His name.
This begs the question of relying so heavily on cultural definitions from corrupted languages in
connection to YAHWEH’S name, does it not?
YAHWEH also states:
‘For I will take away the names of Baalim out of her mouth, and they shall no more be
remembered by their name.’ [Hos. 2:17]

GOD is such a ‘Baal,’ isn’t that true? So if the name GOD is taken out of someone’s mouth,
presumably they won’t be speaking that name. I would propose what would be something of less than
an educated guess that any name He has specifically opposed, and thus having removed, would not be
spoken in reference to YAHWEH either, regardless of any origin, whether pure or not, or how popular
it might be with the scribes and scholars.
My question would be ... if there is no harm in deleting GOD from usage, but the potential of great
harm for retaining it ... WHY go to all the trouble? All the ‘linguistic’ reasoning on earth can’t negate
YAHWEH’S Will ... which He has already stated that He will take away the names of the Baalim
(GOD being one of them), and that He has personally identified GOD as an adversary ... it is therefore
shown that using GOD is decidedly AGAINST His Will, but it is very much the will of the corrupted
linguists (i.e., the definers of language which YAHWEH shows to be corrupt and in need of
replacement)!
It should be a simple matter to simply say, ‘Thy Will be done’ ... and move on! But for some, and
a growing contingency, this is not the case.”238

238
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As Mr. Gabler points out, God is one of the names of Baalim that Yahweh will eventually take away
from our mouths. If He is going to take them away from us, this can only mean that in the interim time
(like now) He is merely “putting up” with those who employ such terms. Right now, in fact, Yahweh is
“putting up” with lots of things. Sin is everywhere we turn. Eventually Yahweh will cease from “putting
up” with sin as well as the names of Baalim. Just because Yahweh doesn’t cast lightning bolts down to
earth every time someone sins doesn’t mean He doesn’t mind the sin! Just because man tacks the name
of a heathen idol on to Yahweh’s name as a “title” doesn’t mean Yahweh doesn’t mind! Eventually the
names of Baalim will be taken away, which means Yahweh will put up with them no more. Something
tells us that Yahweh wouldn’t mind if we got a head start on things by removing those names from our
mouths in the here and now.
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E

arly on in this study we ascertained that the only discernible rationale behind the decision to
continue referring to Yahweh as “our God” (after examining all the evidence) can only be to attract
more people into the Yahwist Movement. Our opponents reject our conclusion. In an attempt to
draw a parallel between their position and that of the Jehovah’s Witnesses, Silvio Soto portrays
their position as not attracting any more converts than do the JW’s. Mr. Soto wrote:
The idea that Sacred Name organizations who reject the Trinity, Christmas, Easter, a Lawless Grace,
the name Jesus, Dispensational teachings, can easily ‘fit in’ with Christianity by merely adopting the
title ‘God’ is at best amusing. We just have to look at how mainstream Christianity considers
Jehovah’s Witnesses and the Mormon Church to immediately realize that adopting the title ‘God’
would get us no closer to Christians than it has these other organizations which are openly rejected by
Christianity and branded as cults. What I would say is that we do not help our cause by attacking the
use of the word ‘God’ as a title.239

I would agree with Mr. Soto insofar as the fact that we cannot “help our cause” if we – for no valid
reason – attack the use of the word “God” as a title. However, he doesn’t tell us what “helping our cause”
means. Doesn’t “helping our cause” mean bringing others to the knowledge of our Heavenly Father and
His Son? If, in working towards that cause, we include the message that we dishonor Yahweh by
referring to Him as “our God,” fewer people will be interested in our cause, so “not helping our cause”
means “reduction in numbers.” It seems, then, that this has become a matter of semantics.
I should point out that, in his commentary, Silvio Soto misconstrued the words that I had used when
presenting my line of reasoning regarding this being a “numbers issue.” For example, Mr. Soto wrote,
“The idea that Sacred Name organizations who reject the Trinity, Christmas … can easily ‘fit in’ with
Christianity … is at best amusing.” Soto created a proverbial “straw man” by distorting my words, then
(attempting to) destroy my line of reasoning by correctly demonstrating that we’re not likely going to
attract believers who celebrate Christmas and teach that the law was abolished. However, I did not say,
“Yahwists will easily ‘fit in’ with other groups by adopting the title God in reference to Yahweh.” As I
will display shortly, my words were “To better fit in....” There is a critical difference between “fitting in”
and “better fitting in.”
If you have read Part I of this study (which was made available to Mr. Soto prior to his having sent the
above commentary), then you know that we did NOT say, “...due to the well-intentioned desire to bring
converts to the faith, ....” Instead we wrote, “...due to the well-intentioned desire to bring MORE
converts to the faith, a relatively new teaching has emerged that has been embraced by many in the
Yahwist Movement....” (Please see Part I -- “A New Teaching Emerges ... Or is it an Old One
Resurfacing?” if you have not already done so).
Again, we did not say, “In our opinion, the main reason for believing this way may be the desire to
not only attract people into the Yahwist Movement, ....” Instead we wrote, “In our opinion, the main
reason for believing this way may be the desire to not only attract MORE people into the Yahwist
Movement, ....” Our point is this: The more “we give in,” the better we “fit in.” If we give in to the
heathen observance of Christmas, we fit in better with our society as a whole, even though the observance
239
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of Christmas can be shown to have stemmed from heathen idol worship. If we give in to Sunday worship
as a part of our decision to compromise on Torah observance, we fit in even better, and so on. We were
most certainly not attempting to imply that if the Yahwist Movement were to suddenly, as a whole, adopt
the position that we honor Yahweh by referring to Him as “our God,” ... that this would bring in droves of
believers.
However, if we should happen to adopt the stance that referring to Yahweh as “our God” honors Him,
June and I maintain that we would indeed better fit in, converse, and otherwise relate with our
society/culture, which would indeed attract more converts. As we clearly expressed, “Of course, June
and I maintain that we know the reason ‘God’ is selected over all the other names of those twelve tribes:
To better fit in with our culture/society.”240 It wouldn’t earn us a horde of brownie points with anyone,
but it would certainly draw in more folks who would be more attracted to our position than otherwise!
What June and I cannot figure out is this: If the rationale behind the desire to refer to Yahweh as “our
God” is not to better fit in or otherwise relate with our society/culture, then exactly ‘what’ is the
rationale behind this desire? It cannot be due to the “purity” of this name/title, for even Silvio Soto, coauthor of the article “The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,” concedes that Gad (pronounced gawd) has
negative connotations. He wrote:
All things considered, and speaking from observations directly from the Hebrew Scrolls, as I have
maintained all along, GAD is both a positive and negative word depending on the context of how it is
used. If anyone wishes to deny or ignore this simple Biblical linguistic fact, what else can I say? Is
Gad the name of a false deity? YES. Is it a Hebrew word with negative connotations? YES! Is it a
word with a pagan application recognized in the Scriptures? YES and YES, again!241

In response to Mr. Soto’s “negative admission,” I wrote the following words, which I stand by to this
day:
*GOD* is used in a NEGATIVE sense in Scripture, and you admit it. Despite whatever positive
connotations that you attempt to confer on this name/title, no one can deny the NEGATIVE: The
name of the idol condemned by Yahweh as being worshipped by “those who FORSAKE Yahweh” (Is.
65:11). June and I have maintained all along that Yahweh is worthy of our UTMOST REVERENCE,
PRAISE and WORSHIP. In light of such awesome majesty and the respect due Him, why would we
want to assign a title to Yahweh that we KNOW is the name of a heathen idol (a negative aspect), ...
much less the name of a heathen idol singled out and condemned by Yahweh Himself??!! This is why
we opt for more honorable titles, such as “Almighty,” “Sovereign” and “Mighty One.” We encourage
you to do the same and dump “God” for the simple reason that it has NEGATIVE ASPECTS. Why
assign a title with negative implications to Yahweh? This just doesn’t make any sense. LET’S GO
FOR THE BEST, FOLKS!242
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Excerpt from a group e-mail (entitled “Soto’s ‘Cause & Effect’ Definitions”) that I sent to 28 recipients on March 24, 2001
at 6:47:16 AM CST.
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Excerpt from a group e-mail (entitled “Re: Larry’s Reply Re: GAD Etymology”), sent by Silvio Soto to 35 recipients on
March 20, 2001 at 11:47:11 PM CST.
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Excerpt from a group e-mail (entitled “BRIEF Answer to Soto Question!”) that I sent to 30 recipients on March 23, 2001 at
12:18:56 AM CST.
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Despite Mr. Soto’s “negative admission,” he nevertheless maintains, “Yes, I do believe that I am
honoring Yahueh when I call him ‘my God.’ If I did not truly believe this, I would naturally not be
referring to him as ‘my God.’”243 As of this writing, Mr. Soto has not indicated any change in this stance.
We conclude this section by reiterating what we emphasized in Part I: 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 numbers. Recognizing God
as a legitimate title for Yahweh represents a compromise that will appeal to more believers who are
simply not willing to completely come out of Babylon. If there is a better reason for specifically singling
out this one name out of all the other possibilities, we have yet to hear it!
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Excerpt from a group e-mail (entitled “Re: Theos Reply to Mr. Acheson’s Critique, Part One”) sent to 35 recipients by
Silvio Soto on March 16, 2001 at 11:08:05 PM CST.
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PART III. The Etymology of Gad:
Tracing God From Ancient Heathen Worship to Modern Worldwide Acceptance

1. The “Theophoric” Connection

A

lthough we have already treated the subject of the etymology of the word Gad, we eventually
encountered additional objections that we feel should be thoroughly addressed in this portion of
our study. We have thus far demonstrated that etymologists admit uncertainty pertaining to the
origin of the English God, yet amazingly they do not usually seem willing to consider
investigating the possibility that it might be connected to the Hebrew God. Like many theologians, the
etymologists seem to treat the Hebrew God and the English God as being separate, distinctly different
words with completely different etymologies. Not only do the majority of resources available to us fail to
present a dichotomy between the two words, they don’t even present a case to establish an “impossible
link” between the two. Given the fact that the two words are pronounced identically, yet are intentionally
given separate pronunciations (Gad vs. God), we have all the more reason to suspect that something is
amiss. As you have certainly noticed, June and I occasionally write the word out as Gad when we
purposely address the Hebrew word as opposed to what is considered the English God. This should in no
way be interpreted as an attempt on our part to recognize the “culturally established” pronunciation
distinction between Gad and God, for any credible Hebrew scholar will tell you that the Hebrew word
commonly rendered Gad is in truth pronounced Gawd.
Not only do etymologists concede uncertainty when it comes to the origin of the English God, but
they also admit uncertainty with regard to the Hebrew God, which, again, is commonly spelled out in
English as Gad. Does the fact that both of these identically-pronounced words have such dubious
etymologies clue us in to the possibility that perhaps they are actually related? Not only do June and I
believe these words are indeed related, we believe they are one and the same word. Since we cannot
proclaim ourselves “etymologists,” though, we are left to simply provide you with the evidence we have
found and allow you to judge for yourself. Earlier in our study we illustrated the etymologists’
uncertainty of this word’s origin by citing the following from The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of
Religious Knowledge: “The origin of the god Gad is in doubt.”244 The Anchor Bible Dictionary echoes
this same uncertainty:
The etymology of the name ‘Gad’ is not clear. Although some suggest a derivation from the root gdd,
‘to cut off,’ most scholars follow the pun of Genesis 30: ‘Gad’ = ‘(good) fortune.’ The name Gad is
known as a theophoric element in a number of W Semitic personal names. It is not the real name but
an adjective, an appelative, ‘the Fortune,’ and could be used for a number of gods.245

Apart from the fact that this reference presents corroborating, telling evidence that even the
etymologists themselves do not really know how to trace the origin of the word Gad, it also presents yet
another piece of evidence that Gad, at least during the days of Jacob, was worshipped as a deity.
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From The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, Volume IV, Funk and Wagnalls Company, New
York, 1908, p. 418.
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From The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Volume 2, David Noel Freedman, Editor-in-Chief, Doubleday, New York, N.Y., 1992,
p. 864.
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According to the above resource, Gad is “known as a theophoric element”246 in personal names. What
exactly is a “theophoric element”? A theophoric element indicates that these people were in fact named
after a deity, in this case the deity Gad. Indeed, Scripture offers us the names of a few individuals besides
the son of Jacob who may well have been named after this idol. Names such as Gaddi (Numbers 13:11),
Gadi (II Kings 15:14) and Gaddiel (Numbers 13:10) suggest individuals whose names have a “theophoric
element” traceable to the deity Gad.
We have already presented the fact that the ancient Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint
understood Leah’s exclaiming, “Ba gad” as a reference to the idol of fortune. Other ancient Jewish
sources demonstrate their understanding that an idol named Gad was indeed worshipped during the days
of Jacob. Although we do not personally place any credence in the teachings found in the Jewish Talmud,
we nevertheless recognize it as a valuable historical link to ancient Jewish thought. The New SchaffHerzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge offers us the following insight into ancient Jewish
understanding of the deity Gad as brought forth in the Talmud:
In Gen. xxx. 11 (belonging to the J narrative) at the birth of Zilpah’s first son her mistress is said to
have exclaimed ‘a troop cometh,’ R.V., ‘Fortunate!’ margin, ‘fortune!’ or ‘Fortune is come’ (an
attempt to render in the R.V. more closely the Hebrew begad or ba gad). The Talmudists understood
this exclamation to refer to the god Gad in the sense of ‘Gad is here, bringing good fortune,’ but later
commentators are much divided over the sense of the passage.247

Certainly, when we combine ancient Jewish understanding of this name with the “theophoric
element” pertaining to the names of individuals such as Gadi and Gaddiel (Gaddi is el), the “uncertainty”
about this word’s understood meaning during the days of Jacob becomes more and more clear: It was
indeed the name of an idol.
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Theophoric is a reference to a name that contains the name of a deity. The following definition comes from
TheFreeDictionary.com: “A theophoric name (Greek: "bearing a deity") embeds the name of a god, both invoking
and displaying the protection of that deity. Instances of theophoric names embedding Apollo, will be familiar among
the many men named Apollonios or Apollodorus in Greek Antiquity.” This information may be accessed at the following
URL: http://encyclopedia.thefreedictionary.com/Theophoric.
247
The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, Volume IV, Funk and Wagnalls Company, New York,
1908, p. 417.
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2. Ulterior Etymology of GOD Traced to Hebrew Root
n spite of what we believe is overwhelming evidence of the relationship between the English “God”
and the Canaanite idol of fortune whose name is pronounced identically, the opposition continues to
deny any such connection. This was evidenced in yet another group discussion I participated in during
the months of December 2004 and January 2005. Towards the end of that discussion, June and I came
across a dictionary that we believe adds yet more weight to our conviction that the English name/title
"God" is ultimately traced to the Hebrew root word GD (pronounced “God”). The name of this dictionary
is The Word: The Dictionary That Reveals the Hebrew Source of English, and it contains some very
compelling information that further establishes the connection between the English “God” and the
Hebrew “God.” When I infused this dictionary’s information into the discussion, the debating came to an
abrupt halt – not that the opposition was willing to concede that maybe there really is a connection, but
certainly the fact that anyone from the “scholarly community” who is willing to recognize such a
connection served to defuse their argument.

I

Although the author, Isaac E. Mozeson, doesn’t offer a separate listing under the heading “God” in his
dictionary, he does mention it under the heading of “Good.” What follows is a reproduction of Isaac
Mozeson’s listing under the heading “GOOD/GUD":
ROOTS: Anglo-Saxon god and German got go back to the IE root ghedh (to unite, join,
fit). The IE root echoes  גד/ (O)GUD (to unite, fit together), but  גד/ GUD (fortune, success
— Genesis 30:11) fits the common use of GOOD well enough. Good in Arabic is gayid.
BRANCHES: That GOD is GOOD (and really TOGETHER) ought to be implied by
the similarity of these Germanic terms. The same  גד/ GUD (good fortune) above is
the name of a deity mentioned in Isaiah 65:11. The given IE root for GOD is Gheu(a)
(to call, invoke).248

As displayed by Mozeson's dictionary, both "good" and "God" are very likely traced to the Hebrew גד
mentioned in Isaiah 65:11. He thus traces  גדto the idol of fortune – yes, the same idol whose worship
YHWH specifically singles out and condemns – a point that we have made repeatedly in this study, and a
point that we believe cannot be over-emphasized.
Those individuals who clamor that we need to prove “beyond a shadow of a doubt” that the English
God is traced to the Canaanite idol of fortune Gad/God are now left with a quandary of sorts: Do they
trust their personal leanings or do they consider the validity of Mr. Mozeson’s research? Choosing the
latter would require acting upon the realization that we live in a culture that refers to Yahweh with a
name/title originally attributed to an idol of fortune – an idol whose name the ancient Hebrew scholars
chose to translate as demon. Those who have chosen the former are, to put it in simple terms,
reconstructing their own etymological trail in order to make it fit their personal preference. We know
because we’ve “been there and done that.” When June and I were initially challenged regarding whether
or not we should call upon our Heavenly Father with the name He gave to Himself, we did our utmost to
defend our continued use of God, not only as a name, but also as a title. Persuading us to make such a
huge leap was not an easy task, but when we proved to ourselves that, indeed, there was an idol named
248

The Word: The Dictionary That Reveals the Hebrew Source of English, Isaac E. Mozeson, published by SPI Books, New
York (originally published in 1989), 2000, p. 80.
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God whose worship was (and still is) condemned by Yahweh, we knew that God had been fraudulently
imposed upon our Creator by men who either didn’t know any better or who had not fully committed to
abandoning the Babylonian baggage that they had heretofore carried. We resolved to abandon the
baggage, and we encourage you to do the same.
As a side note, we find it interesting that, elsewhere in Mozeson’s dictionary, he addresses the fact
that Noah Webster’s etymologies were full of English words traced to "Shemitic" sources. 249 Is the word
“God” one of them? He obviously believes so, and we have seen nothing that would serve to refute such
a connection. Mozeson’s findings, in and of themselves are sufficient to raise concerns about the origin
of the English word God. However, we are also about to see that down through history, this same word,
( גדpronounced gawd), evolved into a word meaning "reptile" in Russian and "snake" in ancient Gaelic. Is
this the etymological trail that brought us God?
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Ibid, “Fore-Word,” p. 2.
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3. The Gad/Fortune Connection Found
Within the Russian Culture
e have already extensively covered the historical and Scriptural fact that “God” is the name of
an idol worshipped in ancient Babylon. This fact, to us, is very disturbing … disturbing
enough to warrant searching for another appellative to use in reference to our Creator. As June
and I continued investigating and tracing the route that Gad/God took to make its way into the
English-speaking culture, we found yet another negative “God” connection. To our amazement, June and
I learned that the Russian language contains a word pronounced “God.” The only thing is, when you utter
the phonetic transliteration of this word in Russian, you are referring to a reptile, for that is what the word
“God” means in the Russian language. It’s little wonder that some folks regard the English-speaking
culture as being “satanic”! Can you imagine someone trying to convert you to their faith, and in the
process of checking out their beliefs, you find that they worship the Creator by referring to Him as their
“Reptile”? How quickly would you desire to convert? I know that if I heard that some group over in
Timbuctoo worshipped a deity named “Reptile,” they would already have a strike against them in my
book, simply because of the name (or title) that they use in reference to the Creator.

W

We recommend checking out the Transliterated Dictionary of the Russian Language. You will notice
that the word spelled гад (gad, pronounced gawd) means “reptile” in the Russian language. If you
consult a pronunciation guide, such as the one located at www.masterrussian.com, you will be able to
confirm that the word spelled “gad” is pronounced “gawd.” Curiously, the Transliterated Dictionary of
the Russian Language displays a total of five words that are either pronounced “gawd/gahd” in Russian or
have a form of “God” as a prefix. We are displaying those five words from a screen shot excerpt for your
review. Notice that each of those words has a very negative connotation:250

[Our comment: How did “Gad,” the idol of
fortune, come to form a prefix of the
Russian
word
for
“fortune-teller”?
Another “coincidence”?]

For those who might dismiss any possible connection that the Russian word pronounced God may
have with the Hebrew word God, we can only ask if they can explain how a Russian word that has God as
its prefix came to mean “FORTUNE TELLER” in that language. In view of the fact that the Canaanite
deity named GOD is the “deity of fortune,” how did this word make it into the Russian language to form
the prefix of the word meaning “fortune teller”? Is it just a coincidence?
250

This listing comes from the Transliterated Dictionary of the Russian Language, online edition, by Eugene Garfield, editor,
ISI Press, 1979, p. 23. This reference may be reviewed online by accessing the following URL:
http://garfield.library.upenn.edu/rd/rd1.pdf.
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Some folks, upon reviewing the above words, are bound to comment something to the effect, “But
those words aren’t pronounced with the ba gawd’ sound! They would be pronounced with the short ‘a’
sound, as in ‘sad’!” Again, for those willing to check out a Russian pronunciation guide, such as the one
found at www.masterrussian.com, it will be obvious that these words are all pronounced with the “gawd”
sound251:

As the above pronunciation guide reveals, the vowel “a” in Russian is pronounced “ah” when it is
stressed. Since “Gad” is a one-syllable word, the “a” must be stressed, thus giving the word the same
pronunciation as “God.”
Again, this word, in Russian, means “reptile.” Occasionally, we run across comments on the internet
from Russian/English speakers who either inadvertently of purposely point out this fact. We found an
example of this on a web site where someone posted a photo of an animal skeleton. There is an option for
readers to post comments, and here is what happened252:

251
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From MasterRussian.com; see “Russian Pronunciation: Vowels.”
This was found at http://www.flickr.com/photos/kielbryant/2786774351/.
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How to Say, “You are evil” in Russian
The MasterRussian.com web site that we referenced earlier offers a language study forum for novices
to post inquiries about how to say things in Russian. In one forum, an “inquiring mind” asked, “How do
you say ... ‘You are evil’ ... in Russian.” One of the answers provided was: Ты гад (pronounced vwuё
gahd). Here is a screen shot displaying that option (we highlighted the word “гад” for easy
identification)253:

Incredibly, if you want to tell someone in Russian – in a not-too-offensive manner – that they are evil,
all you need to say is, “Ты гад” – “You are god.” If this is not a way to honor a person, how can it honor
our Creator to say to Him – prayerfully or otherwise – “You are God”? The standard response we have
received is, “Our intentions determine whether our use of a word is offensive to Yahweh.” According to
this reasoning, we are supposed to think something along the line of, “I know that literally saying ‘You
are God’ (Ты гад) in Russian would mean ‘You are evil,’ but that’s not what I am saying in my heart.” In
other words, regardless of how Yahweh defines the word pronounced gawd/gahd, our intentions
counterbalance His definition.
Thus far, we have seen that ancient Hebrew scholars redefined Gad/God as “demon.” Russians have
redefined it as “reptile” and they occasionally use it in a slang expression to mean “evil.” It must seem
strange to those cultures to have such an extremely negative understanding of the word God while the
English-speaking culture has redefined this term as an honorable title for the Creator that means
“Almighty.”
Not being experts on how the Slavic languages developed, neither June nor I are able to explain how a
word pronounced “god” happened to form a part of the Russian language, nor can we demonstrate how
such a word came to mean “reptile.” Nor are we able to explain how the Russian prefix “GOD,” when
referring to a FORTUNE-TELLER (gadalka), just happens to mean “fortune” in that language –
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From MasterRussian.net’s Russian Language Study Forums. The name of the forum referenced here is “Learn English Грамматика, переводы, словарный запас,” and the name of the forum topic is “English saying into Russian, if there is an
equivalent.” This forum topic may be read in its entirety by accessing the following URL:
http://masterrussian.net/mforum/viewtopic.php?f=2&t=12644&hilit=%D0%B3%D0%B0%D0%B4
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knowing that GOD is the deity of FORTUNE in the Hebrew language. If this is “just a coincidence,” it
is one of the strangest coincidences we have ever encountered.
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4. The Gad/God Connection to
Ancient Serpentine Worship in Ireland
he fact that Gad/God means “reptile” in the Russian language may seem unusual, especially in
view of the fact that our current findings do not prove one way or another whether Gad worship
has any Canaanite connections to reptiles. At the same time, when we consider the fact that the
ancient Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint regarded Gad as a demon, it all starts to fit.
The devil is portrayed, not only as a serpent in the Garden of Eden, but as “the dragon” in the book of
Revelation. The connection, then, is certainly there.

T

According to Scripture, the heathen idol Gad/God was also known as Baal-God254, and some
references inform us that one of Baal’s symbols was the serpent.255 While this information does not prove
anything, it certainly arouses our suspicion. Our concerns were not alleviated when we learned of an
ancient serpent deity worshipped in Ireland whose name is Gad-el-Glas. Nineteenth century philologist J.
G. R. Forlong, in his book Rivers of Life, volume one, mentions an idol named Gad–el-Glas was
worshipped in Ireland. As it turns out, Gad-el-Glas literally means “Snake-deity-green,” or as expressed
in Forlong’s book, “Green god-Snake.” Here is an excerpt from that chapter:
Mr. Marcus Keane tells us that although the Kelts of Ireland rejected the phallic worship of their
predecessors the Tuath-de-Danaans, they yet retained their names and customs. May day continued to
be called La-Baal-Thinna, and was always connected with the worship of Baal as "the green god" —a
very ancient term for Mercury, whose hue was green; and being so, we here see him in dress of
suitable shape and colour, and with his Caduceus in hand. "Gad-el-Glas256 or the Green-god-Snake,"
was an important Irish deity, and the name seems to correspond with "the green god," or "Primeval
Boodh," which Coleman treats of in his Indian Mythology, but which I take the liberty of calling
Primeval Goad; I do not think there is any connection whatever between him and Boodha.257

Forlong not only describes the worship of the “Green-god-snake,” but curiously he references this idol
alongside Mercury, another deity known for his “green hue.” We previously read of this same connection
in Part II, ch. 6, where fifth-century heathen author Macrobius included Gad’s Egyptian counterparts,
Daimon and Tyche, with the worship of Mercury. Is it just a coincidence that the word pronounced “God”
not only made its way into the Russian language with the meaning of “reptile” or “serpent,” but this same
word is found in heathen worship in Ireland in reference to “the Green-god-Snake”? Is it just a
254

Also, according to G. F. Taylor, in his book The Second Coming of Jesus, The Falcon Publishing Company, Falcon, N.C.,
1916, p. 161, God is another name for Baal: “The city Baal-Gad (Josh. 11: 17) derived its name from ‘Baal’; and from ‘Gad,’ the
Babylonian god of fortune, Bel, standing for the planet Jupiter. The Arabs called it ‘the greater good fortune;’ and ‘Meni,’ the planet
Venus, stood for ‘the lesser good fortune.’ ‘But ye are they that forsake the Lord, that forget my holy mountain, that prepare a table
for that god, and that furnish the drink offering unto that Meni.’—Isa. 65: 11. (Margin.) In this verse the idea of the male and the
female antichrist is mentioned. Gad is only another name for Baal, the male god; while Meni stands for Venus, the female
goddess.”
255
Source: Mythaeum: An Archetypal Encyclopaedia of Myth, online edition, page 9, (http://www.mythopedia.info/03-pansemitic.htm), where we read, “A serpent was Baal’s symbol.”
256
That the Irish word “Gad” is pronounced “God” can be established by checking out the pronunciation of the word “glas,”
which is the Irish word for “green.”
According to an Irish informational web site (http://www.irelandinformation.com/irishphrases.htm), the word “glas” is pronounced “gloss.”
257
From Rivers of Life or Sources and Streams of the Faiths of Man in All Lands, Major-General J. G. R. Forlong, Vol. 1,
London: Bernard Quaritch, 1883, page 450.
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coincidence that Forlong makes the same connection to Mercury that Macrobius made? Forlong makes
an additional reference to this same idol in volume 2 of his work:
It is not alone to the Danaans proper, thinks Keane, O'Brien and others, that we owe the best old
architectural works of Ireland, but to the three Kuthik peoples, Fomerians, Nemedians, and Danaans,
who entered the island about the twentieth century B.C., and succombed to Kelts under Olam Fodla, of
say 700 B.C. He was the Irish Solomon who established the Olympian games or Tal-tine, around the
symbolic Laic Feal, or Lingam of the sacred "Green mound of Tara." These Danaans are shown to be
phalik worshippers, who eventually pandered to the vanity of their Keltik conquerors, by ascribing to
them a history and lineage which was really that of the Kuthite race. The Kelts hence said that they
had, as a great ancestor, the decidedly Kuthite-like demi-god, Kath-ak or Kat-hak, a double-headed
serpent, of whom we still hear a great deal in various country legends. He especially frequented the
holy isle of Skatery near the mouth of the Shannon; and Christian Kelts, improving on the tales of
their pagan ancestors, declare that here he was met and destroyed by their Saint Shanaun. The Leac
Feal, or Pala-dium of Tara, which had descended to the Kelts through the Danaans, was declared to be
a direct gift from the solo fire god Bel to Olam Fodla’s race of Iberian pagan Kelts, by the hand of
Cath-ak, who thus became the Moses of the race, with a history like that Moabitish Jew, much mixed
up with serpents. But Cathak’s honours descended upon Gad-El-glas, when Christianity permeated
Ireland; so Moses is said to have received the Leac Feal from Jacob, who used it as his “pillow” at
Bethel, and to have given it to Gadelglas after he was converted by looking on the Arabian serpent
pole, which with “a serpent of brass,” then became and long remained the national standard of these
good Christians. There was no desire to shake off the serpent stories. Gad-El-glas like Cathak, was an
ophiolater of the Krishnaik, or dark-coloured type, or the Mercurial Green of the West; for the name is
usually translated, “the Green Snake God."258

Is it just a coincidence that the worship of Gad-El-glas is connected to Baal worship and that one of
Baal’s symbols was a serpent? And where did the term “el” originate? How did these three terms – all
connected with Canaanite idol worship – make their way into the Irish culture?
The information cited above from J. G. R. Forlong was challenged during the 2004-2005 internet
forum board discussion in which I was involved. I presented Forlong’s findings, and the participant who
goes by the pseudonym “Mountain Jew” immediately attempted to refute them. Here is his complete
posting:
Shalom Larry,
On second thought, I think I will reply to some of what you wrote without further delay and by doing
this the visitors to this thread can prime the pump of critical thinking. I will limit this reply to the
subject of Gad-el-glas. I don't know if they were your personl presumptions, or based on someone
else's, but they are typical of the quality of research in the sacred name movement. I hope that the
following will be enough to change your mind at least on the subject of Gad-el-glas. I encourage to
verify everything I have written.
There was a historical person (not a god) named Gáedal Glas. He was an Irish hero, not a god, and not
worshipped as a god. So right there everything falls apart. There is no god named Gadelglas, just a
person. Even if there was, for the sake of argument, you’ll see why his legacy has nothing to do with
our issue. I honestly hope to inspire you to be a better researcher.
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Ibid, Vol. 2, London: Bernard Quaritch, 1883, pp. 424-425.
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The second error is the translation of Gáedal Glas which means “Gáedal the Green” not “The Green
God Snake”. GLAS does mean “green” but Gáedal does not mean “snake”, nor “fortune”. The Irish
word for SNAKE is not GAD, but NATHAIR. And the Irish word for GOD is not EL, but DIA. There
is not the slightest connection between the Irish GAD (“stick”) and the English GOD. So the
translation is plainly wrong.
The “Gad-“ in Gadel or Gáedal is pronounced GAY not GOD. The first pronunciation error is to
assume that any or every “a” in Gaelic is pronounced like “ah” and therefore should be replaced with
an “o” is a completely ignorant assumption and without respect for Gaelic linguistics. The word for
the “Irish Language” is “Gaelic” and everyone knows how to pronounce “Gaelic” – good, because
Gaelic is taken directly from the name of Gáedal.
The second error in pronunciation is the Gaelic letter “d” also appearing as “dh”. It is not pronounced
at all like the English “d”. When it appears after the “e” in “Gae-“ it must be pronounced like the
English “y”. Thus when you properly pronounce Gáedal it sound like Gael. Thus the point that it
should be pronounced God-el-glos is utterly mistaken.
Gáedal was variably known as Gathelus and Gallo the father of the Gaels or Gauls. Now I am in
familiar etymological territory since I previously wrote a paper on the origin of the this name. To
make a long story short, his name is derived from the Hebrew words GIYL and GOOL which are also
the source for a host of Greek, Latin, and English words such as angel, evangelist, Anglican, Galatia,
England, and gale.
The actual legend of this person may be worth noting. He and his father left Egypt with the Israelites.
In the wilderness he was bitten by a snake in the neck. His wound turned green from the venom.
Moshe was called and when he touched his staff to the boy’s neck he was instantly healed. However
the wound remained green the rest of his life. Then Moshe pronounced a blessing upon him that in
whatever land his descendants should populate that venomous snakes would be repelled.
So he wasn’t an idol or "GREEN ALMIGHTY SNAKE" OR “GOD-SNAKE” as the gnostic and
Thelemic James George Roche Forlong revisions him, no, he was the hero that drove the snakes from
Ireland. Later the Church syncretized him into the St. Patrick whose colour is green and who also
drove the snakes from Ireland.
This is one of the many embarassing gaffs that turn up when there is nothing to work with but
superficial coincidences, which turn out to be nothing upon closer examination. Again I do this not to
personally demean anyone, but to challenge the lack of pedantic integrity plaguing the sacred name
movement which never seems to be short of inquisitional zeal.259

Mountain Jew’s subsequent postings consisted of a colossal attack on both J. G. R. Forlong’s
character and credibility, all of which proved to be a waste of his time when it was demonstrated that,
indeed, there was an idol named Gad-El-glas, and that the “name corruption” alluded to by Mountain Jew
was actually a later progression from Gad-El-glas to Gáedal Glas.
In response to Mountain Jew’s criticism, I decided that my first course of action should be to contact
an individual who taught Irish in order to confirm whether or not there really was an idol worshipped in
ancient Ireland named Gad-El-glas. Here is the response I received:
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This is the complete posting as submitted on 12-04-2004 at 10:44 PM in the forum thread entitled “what does "G_D"
mean?” by the forum participant who identified himself solely as “Mountain Jew.” The forum board is found at
www.eliyah.com, and discussion topic may be reviewed in its entirety by accessing the following URL:
http://www.eliyah.com/forum2/Forum10/HTML/002078.html
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Larry,
One has said, "The ancient Irish crosses are alive with serpents." Their green god-snake was Gad-el-glas.
Approaching this topic really you are opening a can o’ worms … forgive the pun … because Gad-el-glas
was a Reptilian GOD of which large tribes of early Celts worshiped. Basically the story of Patrick is told
of how he drove the "snakes" out of Ireland is really a metaphor whereby he drove out the old ways by
imposing his "Christianity" upon the peoples. Patrick drove out the snakes or those tribes which still
followed the old knowledge.
Gad in Irish itself means a "string, or rope" "a piece of twine". It can be used to mean something of
importance or significance or the opposite.
For example:
An gad is deise don scornach
(an gahd iss jesh-ah don skor-nukh)
(The rope is well of the throat) meaning that: the rope is tight around the throat, Implying a most urgent
problem at hand, one that must be addressed right away.
Gad ar ghaineamh lit. "String on sand". Implying a useless thing.
It would be like saying ... “Ahh That ol thing?”
Gad is pronounced Gahd ... close to GOD but not quite, more like Gaud.
I imagine Gad was meant to mean something like a rope like thing in nature which entwined or entangled
itself around something ... Gad-el-glas ... the green rope-like-thing that entwines itself around things.
An Gad an crann a cheangal.. Literally this sentence means “The rope ties ‘itself’ to the tree.” But
several thousands of years ago it might have meant that the snake slithers up a tree ... or something of the
like.
The Irish word for GOD is derived more from the Latin more than anything else. Deus, Dios, and in Irish
Dia ... pronounced (Jee-uh) When evoking GOD one would use the vocative case and insert an "h" after
the first conusant. and place an "A" before the first Consonant.. "A Dhia", this changes the sound of Dia
(Jee-uh) to uh Hee-uh). Lord is Tiarna pronounced (teer-nuh) and the vocative case would be "A Thiarna"
or (uh Heer-nuh).
I hope this brief Irish lesson will help you in your future endeavors.
Le Meas
(respectfully yours)
Tadhg,,aka Tim..260

Not only did the Irish mentor confirm that the idol’s name was Gad-El-glas, but he also confirmed
that Gad is pronounced Gahd in Irish.
My next step was to demonstrate that J. G. R. Forlong was not the inept scholar that “Mountain Jew”
attempted to make him out to be. Here’s an excerpt from a mini-biography supplied by a publishing
company:
General Forlong (1824-1904) spent twenty-five years compiling this pioneering and invaluable work,
the first comprehensive and scholarly dictionary of Comparative Religion in the English language. He
had previously published two acclaimed and related books, and this, his crowning glory on the subject,
enlarges upon previous information, making it an indispensable reference tool.
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This is a word-for-word response that I received on 12/08/2004 from a representative at www.irishaires.org, who identified
himself as an instructor of the Irish language. All emphasis his, except where I changed the font color to red.
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Far more than just a bookworm or compiler, Forlong was an active explorer who had visited the places
of which he wrote, and his multi-lingual skills allowed him to speak to numerous religious gurus and
peasants in their own tongue, gaining first-hand interpretations of their own religious symbols.
Compounded with his vast learning in religions, archaeology, and philology, which encompassed the
earliest and latest writings, Forlong was uniquely placed to compile and critically evaluate the material
for this authoritative work.
Forlong was not only well informed on the religions of India, having lived and worked there for
longest, but he studied all Eastern rites, symbols, customs, and languages. Besides India, he travelled
and researched widely in Palestine, Greece, Italy, Spain, Burma, and the west of Ireland. His lively
curiosity led him to absorb not only the philosophies of Ancient Greece, but also those of Buddhism,
Confucianism and Taoism.261

Although Mountain Jew continued his posthumous verbal assault on J. G. R. Forlong, it turns out it
was all for naught. First, I revealed from Forlong’s Preface that he took great pains to ensure the correct
rendering of the names he listed in his work. This includes his comment addressing the confusion
brought about by “Jehovah” insofar as not being the correct pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton (which
he renders Yhuê).262 Thus, Forlong’s rendering of Gad-El-glas was most certainly no accident. Secondly,
I demonstrated that Forlong showed his readers a progression from the original Gad-El-glas to the later
form, Gaedelglas. Finally, I further demonstrated that the source from which Forlong obtained his
information was actually a popular Irish author named Marcus Keane.263 Thus, Mountain Jew
misdirected his disparagement, though it hardly seems worthwhile for him to tell a native Irishman how to
spell Gad-El-glas.

J.G.R. Forlong Defends His Zeal for Phonetic Pronunciations of Names
In order to validate the painstaking lengths that Forlong went to in order to provide his reading
audience with the correct names, I produced Forlong’s own commentary to this effect. In Volume 1 of
Rivers of Life, Forlong provides the following explanation regarding his motives in producing his
voluminous work:
A word now as to Orthography. When the first proofs of parts of this work were struck off in India
several years ago, the spelling of foreign words was in a transition stage, and the popular English
system was adopted. Varuna was Varoona, because the u and a are used differently in English, and
here deviation seemed unnecessary as the reader could thus correctly pronounce such words as Vishnu
261

From the “Products List” as found at Unifacmanu Trading Co., Ltd’s web site. This review was for Forlong’s Cyclopaedia
of Religions. This web page may be reviewed by accessing the following URL:
http://www.unifacmanu.com.tw/Unif-PrdLists.asp?Action=Category&CatID=SA17
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Cf., Rivers of Life, Vol. 1, by Major-General J. G. R. Forlong, Bernard Quaritch, London, 1883, Preface, pp. xxxix - xl,
where he writes, “Parkhurst and learned Jews have widely excluded the Hebrew pointings and given us general rules for guidance, which,
however, no Eastern scholars require, knowing that where vowels or symbols exist in a language, as for a, e, i, o, u, &c., he has no right to
interpose such sounds, but only reading a breathing ă or ĕ. Especially must this be the rule where the object is to find the earliest
pronunciations at or before the great writing era of the sixth and seventh centuries B.C. Any other rule leads to all the confusion and diverse
spellings we notice in so many words, as in Elohim for Alêim, Jehovah for Yhuê, Mecca for Măkă, Muhommed, &c., for Mhmd, until Arabik
has become one of the most distracting of languages. The evil is far reaching, for it veils or protects, as indeed was often intended, various
old deities from invidious comparisons.”
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William Simpson, in his book Diary of a Journey to Abyssinia, 1868, copyright 2002 by Frederic A. Sharf, Tsehai
Publishers and Distributors, Hollywood, CA, p. 166, wrote, "Marcus Keane was a popular Irish writer on architecture, who had
recently published The Towers and Temples of Ireland (London, 1865)."
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and Rudra. Diacritical marks and diphthongs were avoided, but as the work progressed and began to
deal with such a great variety of tongues, it became necessary to adopt some such system as that now
authoritatively laid down by the Government of India; and these changes were radical in regard to all
words not too firmly fixed in the popular mind, voice and eye, and where the pronunciation was
sufficiently correct.
Of course it is impossible to accommodate thirty-eight distinct English sounds to our twenty-six
letters; how much more so, some fifty sounds, if one would rightly pronounce all the words dealt with
in such a polyglotal work as this. At the same time, spelling reformers were everywhere making their
voices heard, and Oxford may be said to have theoretically sided with them in 1876, when Professor
Max Müller wrote his celebrated article in the April Fortnightly, declaring against the supposed
sacredness or etymological use of our present hap-hazard system. The Philological Society of London
and many abroad have definitely committed themselves to lines of improvement, and more action
would have followed but for the too radical changes which the more earnest spelling reformers
advocated. Moderate men desired that we should advance only a little quicker and more regularly than
in the past, for it appears that the progress has been such that the 1st Chapter of Genesis, as written one
hundred years ago, has one hundred and twenty mistakes according to the present orthography. It
seemed sufficient that sound and simplicity should lead to a general shortening of words, as by
avoidance of double letters and all or most unsounded ones; also that when moderately correct sound
could be assured, the spelling should revert to the most ancient language in which the word or root
appeared. Thus, that in Europe we should pass over the Latin c, s, &c., where they had substituted
these for the Greek k, z, &c., and refuse a soft ch for k or x, and a ck where k was sufficient. At the
same time it was felt imperative above all things that no changes should be made in a work of this
sufficiently difficult kind which would draw off the reader's attention from the subject in hand, or even
distract his eye or ear; whilst as one ever a warm advocate of spelling reform, the author felt bound to
aid, however slightly, in what he hopes will yet be one of the greatest revolutions of the next
generation—a gradual but general reformation of all the orthographies of Europe. He has no desire,
however, to bury his own books and all the literature of the past which a too radical change in the
forms of letters would infallibly do, were the rising generation to be exclusively or generally instructed
in a system of fonetiks, or were our words even altered to the orthography of a Chaucer.
We can best aid substantial reform by quickening natural laws, as in encouraging fonetik growth and
decay where these simplify orthography, and by writing all infrequent words according to the accepted
principles of the moderate reformers. Of course our Brahman friend is horrified when he hears or reads
of Maina a month, for his Mahîna, and would even prefer another h or n, but India now practically
refuses to recognize the three syllables and calls their use pedantry.
In this work a very slight endeavour has latterly been made to move in the direction of the London
Philogical Code of "General Principles," but with too little effect owing largely to the persistency of
friendly readers and our printers, who have not only often ruthlessly swept out the improved spellings,
but seemed to rebel against the different modes in which we on principle often spell the same names of
gods and heros; the object being to accustom the enquirer into old faiths to recognize the same person
under diverse orthographies. On this principle also, so that the unsophisticated be not confused, a
Vaishnava is here usually called a Vishnu-ite, and Saivaism, Sivaism and the followers of Solar Shams,
Sh-m or Shem, Shemites, and not Semites.
A volume might be written on the use and abuse of aspirates, which it is agreed are "one thing in
Sanskrit, another in Greek, a third in Latin, and a fourth in Teutonic." The h is a necessary or
fashionable addition in some districts, but is scorned in others. We tread gently upon Herbs, Hostlers,
and Honorables, and in searching after roots do well to look indifferently on t and th, p and ph, k and
kh, g and gh, d and dh, j and dj, &c., &c. These sounds and many others, require special and cautious
handling, for what one locality favors, another denounces, and the literate and illiterate are here
usually at war. If we would find out roots, words and mythological matters, we must probe most
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deeply on the side of age and custom, and call present meanings and etymology in question. The
learned, be they Rabis or grammarians, intentionally or otherwise harden and alter old forms to suit
euphony or their own laws and ideas, and lose sight of or take little account of the old fashioned rustic
notions, fears and symbolisms which the words anciently embodied. They scorn the indifference of the
illiterate as to quantity and long and short vowels, and lay the greatest possible stress upon these, even
when working in dead languages, the original sound of which they confess to have more or less lost.
Throughout Asia, as in England and Scotland, we find people only separated from each other by a
stream or mountain range, who would call the English where and dare, whâr and dâr, just as the Turk
makes the Persian and Arabik Adit into Adeet, a into ou, and freely doubles consonants. So Dravids do
not respect the Sanskrit a, and freely alter the severe rules of its northern grammarians to their own
ideas of euphony and propriety.
There is nothing to be gained by continuing, like Irish Kelts, to write adh and pronounce it oo, or as
Scotch Kelts do av or agh, and why should we follow them in writing ao when they say they mean ai
or ee? We are tired of such "a blessing" as beannughadh, although told to roll all the last syllables into
oo, and have no time to manufacture syllabaries or rolls of letters for every drawl which shepherds and
country folk all over the world address to one another. Let us rather educate them than deform
spelling, and prevent them rolling their words about by giving them and all old races a correct and
sufficient character and orthography for properly pronounced words. Among the immense educational
benefits which missionaries have conferred upon the world, perhaps the most conspicuous and lasting
have been their efforts in this direction. They have often bestowed on rude old tribes not only a
character but a literature which has improved and educated them, and all the more because they have
only given them sufficient symbols for proper pronunciations, teaching them, as English
schoolmasters do our own youths, not to call "coming," "Koomen," "own," "a-w-n," or sing out their
words as the uneducated do on the hill sides.
For some years back, scholars have very properly spelt Greek names as Greeks spelt them, but we
have not yet gone far enough, as in rejecting the Latin y—our i, e, ai or wai, where the Greek put his u
or upsilon, which no doubt at times came near to the y of Latin days. The u is, however, too much
connected with important mythological matters, and is too much like a consonant in ancient tongues to
be so set aside. Thus we almost lose sight of the ancient Phenician Fire-god of Western Asia—Pur,
Pru or Phru, in his ever sacred Puratheia or Pry-taneum, that Agastan or holy hearth of every Eastern
race. Even a Presbuter or Presbuteros is clearer than a Presbyter, and Skuths and Kushites than
Scyths, Cuthites or Cythites.
With Easterns, the real vowels were originally mere breathings, which they did not trouble themselves
much about. When these therefore appear in diacritical, Masoretik or other pointings, as in Hebrew,
Arabik, Persian, &c., it has been thought best to avoid them, for, as Sir William Drummond wrote,
"they are impertinent impositions," by which scribes and pedants of comparatively modern times have
tried to force upon us their own local or favourite pronunciations. Nothing has done more to prevent
the public seeing the old ideas, particularly when instead of these mere markings, Western Aryans
slipped in bona fide letters when transcribing the words into Aryan languages.264

I apologize for the inclusion of such a lengthy explanation, but I realize that some folks who
disapprove of Forlong’s findings will, like Mountain Jew, go to great lengths in an attempt to discredit
him. If anyone should dare to question Forlong’s motives or his drive to produce accurate information for
his readers, the above expansive excerpt should settle the matter.
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From Gad-El-glas to Gáedal Glas
Mountain Jew’s most stringent claim was that J. G. R. Forlong “messed up” the name of the ancient
green snake deity. If this is true, then Forlong, who has already informed his readers of the great pains he
took to ensure that a name’s spelling “should revert to the most ancient language in which the word or
root appeared,” abused his own rule when it came to Gad-El-glas. In fact, judging by the way he presents
both Gad-El-glas and Gáedal Glas, the one preceded the other:
But Cathak's honours descended upon Gad-El-glas, when Christianity permeated Ireland; so Moses is
said to have received the Leac Feal from Jacob, who used it as his "pillow" at Bethel, and to have
given it to Gadelglas after he was converted by looking on the Arabian serpent pole, which with a
"serpent of brass," then became and long remained the national standard of these good Christians.
There was no desire to shake off the serpent stories. Gad-El-glas like Cathak, was an ophiolater of the
Krishnaik, or dark-colored type, or the Mercurial Green of the West; for the name is usually translated,
"the Green Snake God."
The learned Boece, who wrote a Latin History of Scotland about 1520, gravely informs us that
"Gathelus was a Greek, and the son of the Athenian Kekrops of the time of the Exodus," which shows
how much he knew about Greeks, and how much we can rely on ancient Latin historians. Perhaps we
may make something of the name by admitting, what Müller calls "the disease of the language," and
that the us or os is an affix, and the g and d, facile mutes. In this way, we find Gadelus or Gathelus =
Ad-El, At-El or Ar-El, all well-known names for "the High God, Ar," Ath or Ad, which our Glossary
and p. 211 ante makes very clear. The Scotch historian, Fordun, spells the patriarch's name
"Gaythelus," which reduced as above becomes Auth-El, and some think the foundation for "Gaedil,"
the pet name of Erin, and for its language, "Gaelic;" but all this can be better treated in our
Glossary.265
The Keltik worship was more decidedly solar than that of the Danaan phalocists. Their Lingams, like
the Mudros of Greko-Phenicians, were called after Sol, Krom or Kroum-leachs, and Kroum is no
doubt Graine or Groin, from whence comes the Gaelik Grainan, Sun. They spoke of Baal or Belus as
green in color, just as others spoke of the primeval Mercury and Keltik Teutates, being "the Green
Budh." He was an ancestral Gad-El-glas, or Baal-tin-glas, or "Fire of the green Baal," all originally
Lingam god-ideas. So Coleman assures us that even Minerva or Wisdom was originally phalik, as we
know were all "high gods" or "upright gods." It takes time and education for a people to spiritualise
their early phalik deities. A race of Irish Kelts were even called Gadelians, and we may believe they
were the chief ophiolaters of this Lingam and serpentless but serpent-loving island.266

According to Forlong, variations such as Gadelus, Gathelus, Gaythelus and Gaedil came about after
the original Gad-El-glas, not beforehand.
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I am unable to locate Forlong's "Glossary." According to the Table of Contents, a Glossary was "In Preparation," but that
was over 120 years ago!
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From Rivers of Life or Sources and Streams of the Faiths of Man in All Lands, by Major-General J. G. R. Forlong, Vol. 2,
London: Bernard Quaritch, 1883, pp. 425-426.
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Citing J. G. R. Forlong’s Source of Information
Finally, although Mountain Jew went to great lengths in his attempt to discredit J. G. R. Forlong’s
research, including an attempt to knock his religious views, it all proved pointless in the end. If you refer
to our first citation from Forlong’s work, you will notice Forlong’s reference to an author named Marcus
Keane. Keane, as we mentioned earlier was a native Irishman, so any effort to criticize his research must
presume that he didn’t research his own native country’s history. As we are about to see, Keane freely
made reference to the “Green God snake” as Gad-el-glas. The following is an excerpt from Keane’s The
Towers and Temples of Ancient Ireland:
A fourth account of the "Laic Feal," or "Stone of Destiny" (invented after the introduction of
Christianity), is, that it was the stone Jacob used for his pillow at Bethel; that Gad-el-glas, the ancestor
of the Celts received it from Moses when in the Wilderness, and that he (Gad-el-glas) having been
bitten by a fiery serpent was cured by looking at the Serpent of Brass, for which reason his
descendants used the Snake entwined on a pole for centuries as their National Standard. (See Keating,
vol. I, pp. 208, 213).
The true solution of these contradictions I believe to be, that Gad-el-glas was not the name of a man,
much less of an ancestor of the Celts, but the name of the Serpent, which was worshipped by the
Cuthites. Mr. O'Brien interprets the name "Gad el Glass"—"Green God snake." It was in fact the
Serpent of Paradise, which through primeval traditions found its way into the worship of all the
nations of remote antiquity. It is also singular and worthy of notice, that the name "Cathac," the Celtic
chief who, according to the Chronicles of Eri, brought this Stone from Spain to Ireland, should also
answer to the name of the Serpent. Cathac is the name of the double-headed Serpent, which,
according to yet extant oral tradition, kept possession of Scattery Island, until overcome by St.
Shanaun.267

Although Marcus Keane makes numerous references to Gad-el-glas, in order to conserve space we
will only provide this additional piece of information regarding this Irish idol:
It would seem that the Celts, on appropriating the pedigrees and traditions of their predecessors,
adopted the names of Graine and Baal (from which such traditions were inseparable), but only as
aliases of the name of the Sun. We have a remarkable instance of this in the present Irish name of
May-Day -- "La Baal Thinna" --the day of Baal's Fire. The name of "Baltinglass," "The Fire of the
green Baal," may be also traced to the same source, and it is probable that the name of "the Green God
Snake" (Gad-el-glas) may have given rise to Ireland being first called the "Green Island."
Who the "Green God" was may be learned from Coleman's Hindu Mythology, p. 133, where we
find that the primeval Budh--the planet Mercury (whose monogram we have in a subsequent
illustration,) was described as of a greenish colour. Maurice suggests that this monogram represented
the Sun and Moon combined with the sacred cross, and that its outline answered to the form of the
celebrated caduceus of Mercury--the double snake entwined round a rod, answering to the Irish
standard of Gad-el-glas, already noticed (Maurice's Hist. of Hindoostan, vol. I, p. 235). It would
therefore appear that the colour green was that, in which the snake was originally represented. This
would explain the Green Budh of India; the Green God Snake of Ireland; the Green Baal, of
Baltinglass; as well as several other names of Irish topography, such as Tirdaglas, the Tower of the
Green God (now Terryglass in Tipperary), an ancient ecclesiastical establishment of the 5th century;
also Achad-ur (Freshford, Co. Kilkenny), which may be translated, the Green Achad.268
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There is no question that Keane, whose work was cited by J. G. R. Forlong over fifteen years after it
was published, associates Gad-el-glas with Mercury, and this is in fact where Forlong obtained his own
information linking Gad-el-glas to this Roman idol. Thus, any attempts to discredit J. G. R. Forlong for
producing the form Gad-el-glas should be aimed at Irish native Marcus Keane instead.

Confusing the Issue With the Translation "God-God-Green"
In the introductory chapter to this study, we addressed the confusion that has been wrought as a result
of the translators’ decision to translate the Hebrew title “Elohim/El” into a supposedly English word that
just happens to be the transliteration of the Canaanite idol of fortune. That word, of course, is “God.”
What confuses the issue here is the fact that an otherwise obscure heathen idol’s name (גד, God) has been
culturally redefined as the English translation of a Hebrew title. Of course, if the translators had chosen to
translate “Elohim/El” into English as “Apollo,” the heathen connection would have been obvious. The
less-obvious choice of God has apparently succeeded with the majority of believers, who are completely
unaware of any heathen connections.
Not only has the decision to translate Elohim/El into English as God brought about tremendous
confusion among those who are unfamiliar with this issue, but even my primary opponent in the 20042005 forum discussion (“Mountain Jew”), who I thought knew better, incorporated that confusion into his
argument. I’m not sure if his infusing the misleading (and false) understanding that “El means God” into
the discussion was intentional or not, but for the sake of those who might still be confused by the
translators’ rendering the Hebrew Elohim as God in English, we have decided to incorporate his
argument, as well as our response, into this portion of our study. Here is Mountain Jew’s comment:
Let’s not forget how redundant Gad-el would be if Gad means God and El means God, then his
name is “God-God-Green” but you know there is no such word as El in Gaelic.269

There are two primary errors in the above remark. First of all, both J.G.R. Forlong and Marcus Keane
recorded that, indeed, there is such a word as El that appears in ancient Ireland, not only in the form of
Gad-El-glas, but forms of the ancient Hebrew El appear in other ancient Gaelic names as well.270 Thus,
Mountain Jew’s remark that “there no such word as El in Gaelic" is a misrepresentation of the facts.
Secondly, notice that it is Mountain Jew who states that "El" means "God," which is simply not true in
the original sense. The Hebrew El or Elohim, in its original sense, means “strength,” “mighty,” “power”
or “Almighty.”271 It does not mean “God,” except by modern cultural translation. It is true that modern
scholars, including J.G.R. Forlong, translate El as “God,” but that is only because they go along with the
accepted cultural redefinition of God. We acknowledge that most of society, both during Forlong's day
and ours, believes that El can be properly translated as "God." The question remains (for those who
haven’t already figured it out), “Where did the English God come from?”
269

Excerpt from a posting submitted by “Mountain Jew” on 01-04-2005 at 12:56 AM in the forum thread entitled “what does
"G_D" mean?” The forum board is found at www.eliyah.com, and discussion topic may be reviewed in its entirety by
accessing the following URL: http://www.eliyah.com/forum2/Forum10/HTML/002078.html.
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name for places for local worship assemblies used by ancient Keltics in their worship ceremonies. Feadh is a Gaelic word
meaning “extent” or “duration.” Forlong describes Alla-feadh as “feadhs of the Al, Alt, or ‘High One,” and also mentions
alternate spellings of “Ed, El or Al.”
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Since a more proper translation of "El" is "Mighty One" or, in the case of idols, "deity," Gad-El-glas
is, in our estimation, better translated (literally): "Snake-Deity-Green." We would say, "Green Snake
Deity." Since names aren't really supposed to be translated, though, an even more proper rendering would
be "GOD-DEITY-GREEN" (literal rendering) or as we would say it, "GOD, the GREEN DEITY."
Those who believe the title Elohim should be translated as "God" would prefer to translate it as "GodGod-Green." We believe this translation only appears ridiculous because of the choice of how to translate
the title Elohim.
The fact that God is a name identified with serpent worship should, in our opinion, alarm any serious
student of the Word. The additional connection of an ancient idol of “fortune” to a similar Russian word
meaning “fortune-teller” (gadalka) and the transliteration of the very name God into a word meaning
“reptile” in itself reveals an indelible link that June and I find difficult to deny. However, when
combined with the information we have just given you, unveiling yet another idol named God who is
literally known as the “Green-god-Snake,” the association only seems deniable by those unwilling to see
it. Is God connected to the worship of the True Mighty One … or is God connected to serpent worship?
Based upon all available historical evidence, God is most certainly not associated with the worship of our
Heavenly Father Yahweh. As for the destiny of any idols identified with serpent worship, we can only
remind you of the information offered in Revelation 12:9:
9

And the great dragon was cast out, that old serpent, called the Devil, and Satan, which
deceiveth the whole world; he was cast out into the earth, and his angels were cast out with
him.

We don’t know about you, but this is just too many “coincidences” for June and me. Back in 2001,
while still engaged in the group e-mail discussion regarding whether or not we honor Yahweh by referring
to Him as “our God,” one of the participants insisted that I have not proven my position “beyond a
reasonable doubt.” One of my responses was to let him know that, instead of putting the burden of proof
on MY shoulders, I consider the burden of proof to be on HIS SHOULDERS! In our quest to serve
Yahweh and give Him the pure worship He is so deserving of, should the burden of proof rest upon those
of my persuasion to prove that the title “God” is an affront to Yahweh? Or should the burden of proof be
upon those who believe it’s honorable to prove that it’s honorable? In view of the fact that Yahweh
specifically singles out an idol named God and condemns those who worship it, we are persuaded that
those who are content to believe that referring to Yahweh as “God” honors Him need to prove that it does.
Please allow me to give you an analogy to illustrate the point I’m trying to make. I used to work in a
branch office of a company whose corporate office is in California. The vice-president of that company
was a man whose first name is Howard. From time to time, Howard would call our office, mostly to
speak with our Regional Manager. We had a receptionist who one day made the mistake of not
addressing Howard properly when she answered the phone. When he called our office, she said, “Oh, hi,
Howie! How are you?”
Unknown to the receptionist, Howard does not in any way, shape, or fashion appreciate being
addressed as “Howie.” In fact, he was so displeased that he gave our manager instructions to find a new
receptionist. While I feel that decision was too harsh, it doesn’t change the fact that this is what
happened.
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What mistake did the receptionist make? I believe she failed to research the matter before taking it
upon herself to call our vice-president “Howie.” Certainly, she knew his name is Howard, and certainly
she should have known that many people simply do not appreciate it when people play around with their
names. It is regarded as disrespectful to do such a thing with a person’s name without their prior consent.
Maybe, just maybe, she should have reasoned things out a little before acting on impulse. She should
have told herself something like, “I should check with other office personnel before I address him as
‘Howie.’” Did she ask anyone, though? Did she check this out before taking it upon herself to do what
she did? No, she did not.
The same principle applies to our Creator’s name. June and I believe it’s a “given” that we have no
business changing or substituting another name for Yahweh’s name. We believe we can all at least agree
on that point. But on another level, we believe we should consider the title that we reserve for our
Heavenly Father. Over the years, we keep finding more and more evidence that the name and title “God”
is not only of heathen origin insofar as the Hebrew word is concerned, but it’s a word that traces to
heathen worship insofar as etymologists have traced the English word. No matter how you “slice it,” this
word comes to us with “negative connotations,” a point that even our opponents are willing to admit.
Nevertheless, many believe they honor Yahweh by referring to Him with such a title. I have to regard
these people in the same light that I regard the receptionist that I just mentioned. Have these people really
done their homework and examined whether or not Yahweh approves of the title “God”? Did anyone
really even bother to check this out before taking it upon themselves to apply this title to Yahweh? Does
it make sense for Yahweh to condemn an idol named “God” and then give His approval to be addressed
with that same name, only as a “title”? Does it make sense to, on the one hand, acknowledge that
Yahweh condemns God, and then on the other hand, say, “Yahweh is my God”?
June and I take our worship very seriously. We didn’t come this far only to compromise our worship
or give half an ounce of our worship to someone (or something) other than Yahweh. Nor are we
interested in gambling as to whether or not Yahweh approves of the title “God.” We prefer to err on the
side of safety, and we urge all fellow truth seekers to do the same.
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Putting it all together
f you have read everything we have written to this point on the subject of the title “God,” you most
likely understand our basis for rejecting its use as a title for our Heavenly Father Yahweh. No matter
how you trace or otherwise make any linguistic connection with this word, it is undeniably rooted in
heathen worship and is therefore dishonorable to Yahweh as a title. The authors of the treatise “The
Truth Regarding Inspired Titles” attempt to lump “God” in with titles such as the Aramaic “mare”
(pronounced mahr-ay) and “elah,” the Greek “theos” and “kyrios,” as well as the Hebrew “elohim,”
“baal,” and “adonai.” Is there a significant characteristic that separates the title “God” from the
aforementioned titles? Why do June and I meticulously avoid referring to Yahweh as “our God,” while
simultaneously supporting the position taken by those who feel led to refer to Him as “our Elohim” or
even “our Mare”? What is the “big deal” that makes us believe it is dishonorable to refer to Yahweh as
“our God,” yet acceptable to refer to Him as “our Mare” or even “our Theos”?

I

The “big deal” lies in the precedents established by Yahweh in His Word. The precedents established
in Scripture. The mistake that many have made, including the authors of “The Truth Regarding Inspired
Titles,” involves the belief that titles such as “theos” and “mare” were originally names of heathen idols
before being assigned to the true Elohim, Yahweh.167 As we demonstrated earlier in this study, there is
absolutely no evidence of there ever having been a deity named “Theos,” at least not before the time of
the Apostles. The same goes for the Aramaic “mare.” There is no record of there having been a deity with
this name, at least not prior to its use as a title in the book of Daniel.
Can the same be said for the title “God”? No, it cannot. We have shown that this is the name of a
heathen idol that Yahweh Himself literally names as being worshipped by those who forsake Him. We
have further demonstrated that the preponderance of the evidence indicates that this heathen deity was
worshipped prior to the birth of one of its namesakes, Gad, identified as one of the “twelve tribes of
Israel.” This son of Jacob was named by Leah, who was herself clearly reared in the home of an idol
worshipper, and we also know that Yahweh does not fire lightning bolts or otherwise send down curses
on anyone in response to the names they give their children. Therefore, we can logically ascertain that
Leah named Jacob’s son Gad after the deity of fortune, a deity whose worship was prominent in her
native city of Haran.
The point in all this is, there is no Scriptural precedent wherein the Creator is ever referred to with a
title that was originally the name of a heathen idol. Instead, the reverse is true: Titles originally
ascribed to Yahweh were allowed by apostate man to degenerate into names of heathen idols. Since there
is no Scriptural precedent or authorization for anyone to ever refer to Yahweh with a title that was
originally the name of a heathen idol, by whose authority do we do so now? Furthermore, as previously
established, even if we could make a linguistic case in favor of honorable use of the term God, we would
nonetheless be faced with the sobering fact that, despite such a “clean” origin, it was later condemned by
none other than Yahweh Himself. To subsequently employ this very same term to the One who
condemned it is at the very least dishonorable, whether it be intentional or in ignorance.
As vividly expressed by Moshe Koniuchowsky in his editorial:
In this culture so permeated with the usage of the uninspired title God (that really with almost total
unanimity believes God to be Yahweh’s personal noun name), we must counter that with our divine
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burden of discharging the Names. If we teach others that Yahweh is our God and that you can still
call Him Yahweh our God, we are not only leaving people with a choice, we are allowing them to
remain in the God lifestyle by telling them that they already call on God and PS, His name is Yahweh.
Only by challenging the status quo through radical, yet loving, confrontation will we force the society
we live in to choose EITHER IN FAVOR OF GOD OR IN FAVOR OF YAHWEH (Joshua 24:1516). Only then can we begin to hope to make inroads into the revelation and restoration of His Name
as it is intertwined with our nation’s restoration. Revelation 14:1 reminds us that those in Zion,
bought with the Lamb’s blood, will be those who proudly proclaim the Father’s name. The
implication is clear: The true Zion will carry that name!272

Mr. Koniuchowsky’s concern in writing his editorial lies in addressing the most effective way for us
to get the message out about Yahweh while simultaneously bringing the two houses of Israel back in
submission to Him. In this same editorial, Moshe conveys the extreme danger that is brought about by
acceptance of the name/title God, drawing an analogy between it and poison. Without mincing any
words, he writes:
If I offered you two cans of tuna and told you that one can may have 1% of poison, which can would
you choose? The can without any poison! That’s the point. If there is even a 1% chance that GAAD
of Isaiah 65 is the same as GOD today, we must choose the other option with hundreds of available
titles. This becomes a wisdom issue and not a theological one! Why risk eating the poison when the
other cans are mercury-free?273

As June and I have effectively shown in this study, there is considerably more than a 1% chance that
the God of Isaiah 65 is the same God so widely employed as a name/title for the Creator here in the 21 st
century. Nevertheless, Mr. Koniuchowsky’s intent is clear: Let’s not take any chances!

272

From an e-mailed editorial dated 03/04/01 entitled “NO GOD FOR ISRAELITES,” by Rabbi Moshe Joseph Koniuchowsky
of B’nai Yahshua Synagogue, Miami Beach, Florida. Copies of his complete editorial are available upon request.
273
Ibid.
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ver since this topic became an issue within the Yahwist Movement, we have maintained that it
boils down to honor versus compromise. Given the sordid history of the word pronounced
“gawd,” we believe sincere, truth-seeking individuals should seriously question “why” they would
choose to refer to the Creator of heaven and earth with such a title. We ask them, “Is this the best
title you can come up with for our Heavenly Father?” In light of the fact that Yahweh Himself identifies
and names a heathen deity named God that is worshipped by those who “forsake” Him, it is clear that
appropriating any word in reference to Him that is pronounced the same as this heathen deity’s name
cannot be construed as being “honorable.” As for compromise, the only reason we can find to explain
why Yahwists would wish to retain the title God is to appease, attract and/or retain individuals who might
otherwise not associate with the Yahwist Movement. Compromising our faith will undoubtedly result in
larger numbers within our ranks, as can be demonstrated by some early believers’ willingness to adopt
and otherwise transform the pagan Saturnalia into what is now known as Christmas. The number of
believers swelled, no doubt about that! Does such compromise really benefit anyone, though, when all is
said and done? No, it does not.
Some are not willing to regard their desire to refer to Yahweh as “our God” as being a matter of honor
versus compromise. Note the following comment we received from a man after having reviewed our
position on this subject:
For me this is not an issue of honor versus compromise, but an issue of whether or not we will get
hung up on an issue which has no importance to Yahueh versus being fence building Pharisees to the
point we don’t ever go out there in the sinful world to persuade the lost and dying world of the validity
of the third commandment, by placing this stumblingblock in front of them.274

Despite the above individual’s refusal to view this topic as being one of honor versus compromise, we
maintain that he is either in “denial” or simply does not understand the seriousness of this issue. We have
already explained in detail our position regarding the “honor” and the “compromise.” Unless someone
can demonstrate how we are blowing things out of proportion, we stand by our claim. Any insistence to
the contrary, unless it can be backed up with substantial evidence, cannot be seriously considered as valid.
It is one thing to say, “For me this is not an issue of honor versus compromise,” but it is another to
demonstrate the veracity of his personal conviction. The above individual furthermore states that this
issue has “no importance” to Yahweh. Anyone claiming that Yahweh doesn’t care what titles we reserve
for Him, in our estimation, simply does not understand what it means to honor Yahweh. Yeshua the
Messiah made it clear that titles are important, or else He would not have cautioned His disciples with
regard to the titles we direct towards our fellow man. In Matthew 23:8-10, He said,
8

¶ But be not ye called Rabbi: for one is your Master, even Messiah; and all ye are brethren.
And call no man your father upon the earth: for one is your Father, which is in heaven.
10
Neither be ye called masters: for one is your Master, even Messiah.
9

The Messiah fully understood the significance of titles as they apply to man; how much more
significance should we attach to the titles we reserve for Yahweh? Indeed, then, this truly is an issue of
honor versus compromise. Let us choose to honor Yahweh in word, in deed, and even with the titles we
use in reference to Him!
274

From an e-mail we received on 10/12/00 from the same anonymous individual mentioned in notes #3, #9, #31, #37, #77 and
#210.
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As we conclude this study, we do not feel we can adequately bring this to a close without
admonishing everyone to thoroughly investigate the claims presented here before arriving at a conclusion.
Investigate the origin of the word God. Investigate the true pronunciation of the original Hebrew word
that today is commonly pronounced “gad” (as in “dad”), but was originally pronounced “gawd.” Finally,
one would do well to conduct an in-depth study on the meaning of this word. This Hebrew word,
according to Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary, is derived from word #1464 (guwd), which means
“to crowd upon, i.e., attack: - invade, overcome.” This is the Hebrew origin of this word. Does this
really sound like a word descriptive of Yahweh? Furthermore, Strong’s lists word #1464 as being “akin
to” word #1413 (gadad), which means “to crowd; also to gash (as if by pressing into).” Would our critics
consider this to be an honorable origin of the word they apply as a title for our Creator? Once again, we
implore our readers: Let us choose to honor Yahweh in word, in deed, and with the titles we use in
reference to Him!
It is only fitting to end this study with a plea that June and I repeatedly issued during our “Internet
debate” of March - April 2001. Although we posted the following suggestion on at least three separate
occasions, no one from the “opposing camp” ever responded. Here is what we wrote, with a few minor
revisions:
We could settle this issue right here and right now, if we would all be willing to AGREE ON ONE
THING. Here it is: YAHWEH is our Maker, the Creator of Heaven and earth and deserving of the
HIGHEST HONOR and PRAISE and WORSHIP. He is deserving of the UTMOST honor, the
UTMOST praise, the UTMOST worship. The BEST. Can we agree on that? If so, then we already
know that God was indeed the name of a heathen idol PRIOR TO anyone ever deciding to apply that
name to Yahweh as a title. Right? As such, this word was ALREADY STAINED with the impurity
of heathen worship BEFORE it was even associated with Yahweh as a title. RIGHT?
NOW THEN, in the interest of simply agreeing that as His children we should strive to ONLY refer
to Him with PURE TITLES, the BEST titles, would that not eliminate God? With this in mind, can
we all agree that we should do our best to employ titles in reference to Yahweh that are
COMPLETELY PURE? Not even an “itty-bitty” spot or stain? With ‘GOD,’ we know there is quite
a huge spot! Is this asking too much of anyone? Are we being too demanding?
May Yahweh bless all and may He lead us all to walk humbly before Him in loving obedience.275

275

June and I posted this plea in at least three separate group e-mails sent between March 18 and March 21, 2001. Our
opponents ignored the plea each time.
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