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Abstract

During the Second Temple period (516 BCE-70 CE) a series of developments
contributed to a growing reticence to use the divine name, YHWH. The name was eventually
restricted among priestly and pious circles, and then disappeared. The variables are poorly
understood and the evidence is scattered. Scholars have supposed that the second century BCE
was a major turning point from the use to non-use of the divine name, and depict this
phenomenon as a linear development. Many have arrived at this position, however, through only
partial consideration of currently available evidence. The current study offers for the first time a
complete collection of extant evidence from the Second Temple period in Aramaic, Hebrew, and
Greek in order answer the question of how, when, and in what sources the divine name is used
and avoided. The outcome is a modified chronology for the Tetragrammaton’s history. Rather
than a linear development from use to avoidance, the extant evidence points to overlapping use
and non-use throughout most of the Second Temple period.
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1 CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION-THE DIVINE NAME IN EARLY JUDAISM

The use and non-use of the divine name YHWH in antiquity has been the subject of
intense and protracted scholarly debate." YHWH emerged as the national deity of the tribes of
Israel in the early Iron Age Levant, and the name YHWH appears in a wide range of epigraphic,
literary, and even non-Israelite sources.” During the Second Temple period (516 BCE-70 CE) a
series of developments contributed to a growing reticence to use the divine name. Following the
Jewish Wars with Rome (66—73/4 CE and 132-135 CE), the divine name, referred to in Greek by
this time as the tetragrammaton, was prohibited in speech and writing. Rabbinic literature

consistently refers to God with an array of divine titles and epithets.’

1.1  Background and Question of the Current Study

Since the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in the mid-twentieth century, in addition to
the evidence from Ben Sira, Philo,* Josephus,’ and rabbinic sources, a general assumption has

taken root that in the second century BCE Jews began avoiding the use of the Tetragrammaton.’

! For discussion of etymology and main issues of twentieth century scholarship, see Ernst Jenni and Claus
Westermann, “min*” TLOT 1:522-26; David N. Freedman and Murphy O’Connor, “mn*, YHWH,” TDOT 5:500-21;
Martin Rose, “Name of God in the OT,” ABD 4:1001-12.

* The earliest epigraphic sources for “YHWH?” include the Moabite Stone and the Kuntillet Ajrud
inscriptions, which date to around the mid-ninth century BCE. The Lachish letters are often considered proof that
the YHWH was pronounced during the late Iron Age because of its spelling in oath formulas as one word, M'n, in
contrast to its rendering in the Bible as min* 'n. See H. Misgav, “Epigraphical Notes,” £/ 26 (1996): 109-111; N. H.
Tur-Sinai, The Lachish Ostraca—Letters of the Time of Jeremiah (Jerusalem, 1988), no. 3 [Hebrew].

? The avoidance of the name YHWH is explicit in R. Johanan ben Nuri’s famous claim that there is no
share in the world to come for those who utter the divine name by its letters (m. Sanh. 10:1; or Abba Saul according
to y. Sanh 11). B. Qidd. 71a states, “Not as [ am written am I pronounced. I am written yod he vav he, and I am
pronounced alef dalet.” B. Pes. 50a interprets “Tn&” as follows, “Not like this world is the future world. In this
world God’s name is written with yod-heh and read as alef-dalet but in the future world it shall be one: it shall be
written with yod-heh and read as yod-heh.” Note also Exodus Rabba 3:7: ““This is my memorial to all generations,’
namely that one is to pronounce it only by its substitute.” The position of both Yerushalmi and Bavli by the end of
sixth century CE is unequivocal on the avoidance of the divine name.

* Mut. 1.9-14; Mos. 1.75-76; 2.114-15; Leg. 353.

> Ant. 2.276.

% Rainer Albertz, 4 History of Israelite Religion in the Old Testament Period: Volume 1 From the

1
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In a well-known study, Hartmut Stegemann wrote,
Im paléstinischen Judentum hingegen, dokumentiert durch die Qumrantexte, — die zwar
einer Sondergruppe entstammen, die aber hinsichtlich der Gottesnamenwiedergabe
wahrscheinlich reprisentativ sind fiir das damalige lokale Judentum, — las man (etwa vom
2.Jh.v.Chr. an) anstelle der Tetragramme R, im Targum entsprechend 8n9x.’
Regarding the recently published Aramaic and Hebrew Mt. Gerizim inscriptions, Magen,
Misgav, and Tsfania consider priests to be the sole group using the Tetragrammaton by the early
second century BCE: “The priests used the Hebrew language and script, and were the only ones
to use the Tetragrammaton, a practice that had fallen into disuse among the other strata of
society.”® Kristin De Troyer writes that “the pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton was not an
issue up till the second century B.C.E...Consequently, it can be said that up till the second

century B.C.E., the Name of God was pronounced.” Reasons for the shift in divine name

practices are disputed,'’ but it has become axiomatic that the divine name was systematically

Beginnings to the End of the Monarchy (Westminster: John Knox Press, 1994), 49; M. Reisel, The Mysterious Name
of Y.H.W.H.: The Tetragrammaton in Connection with the Names of EHYEH ASer EHYEH-Hiha-and Sem
Hammephords (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1957), 64, 71; Samuel S. Cohon, “The Name of God, A Study in Rabbinic
Theology,” HUCA 23 (1951): 591-592. More recently, see Jacob Neusner and William Green, Dictionary of
Judaism in the Biblical Period (Peabody, Mass.; Hendrickson Publishers, 1999), 259: “By the third century BCE,
God’s name had become so hallowed that it could not be pronounced...”; Nathanael Andrade, “The Jewish
Tetragrammaton: Secrecy, Community, and Prestige among Greek-Writing Jews of the Early Roman Empire,” JSJ
46 (2015): 8: “Texts from Qumran and early manuscripts from the Septuagint demonstrate that Jews of varied
orientations or sectarian affiliations treated the divine name as particularly sacred and employed an assortment of
scribal measures to mark it as such after the second century B.C.E.”

7 Stegemann, “Religionsgeschichtliche Erwagungen zu den Gottesbezeichnungen in den Qumrantexten,” in
Qumran: Sa piete, sa theologie et son milieu (ed. M. Delcor, BETL 46; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1978),
195, also 216: “Der freie Gebrauch des Tetragramms ist in der palédstina-jlidischen Literature meines Erachtens im
3.Jh.v.Chr. erloschen; allenfalls Relikte dieses dlteren Brauches lassen sich auch danach noch feststellen, bei der
Neuformulierung von Texten aber nicht mehr nach Mitte des 2.Jh.v.Chr.” See also his other major work on this
subject, KYPIOC OEOC und KYPIOC IHCOYC: Aufkommen und Ausbreitung des religiosen Gebrauchs von
KYPIOC und seine Verwendung im Neuen Testament (Habilitationsschrift; Bonn, 1969).

by. Magen, H. Misgav, L. Tsfania, Mount Gerizim Excavations Volume 1: The Aramaic, Hebrew, and
Samaritan Inscriptions (Judea and Samaria Publications 2; Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authorities, 2004) no. 383.
For dating, see Jan Dusek, Aramaic and Hebrew Inscriptions from Mt. Gerizim and Samaria between Antiochus 111
the Great and Antiochus IV Epiphanes (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 59; for further discussion, see Chapter 2.

’ De Troyer, “The Pronunciation of the Names of God: With Some Notes Regarding nomina sacra,” in
Gott Nennen—Religion in Philosophy and Theology (ed. Ingolf U. Dalferth and Phillip Stoellger; Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2008), 144, 148.

" For major points of discussion, see Stegemann, KYPIOC @EOC; ibid., “Gottesbezeichnungen,” 195-217;
Patrick Skehan, “The Divine Name at Qumran, in the Masada Scroll, and in the Septuagint,” BIOSCS 13 (1980):

2
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avoided by the second century BCE."" Furthermore, the literary and epigraphic discoveries of the
twentieth century have brought forward much evidence for the avoidance of the
Tetragrammaton. Such evidence is most explicit in the Qumran literature of the Dead Sea
Scrolls. For example, in the Rule of the Community (1QS 6:27-7:1), dated to the early first
century BCE, a member’s rations are reduced for lying about possessions or usurping authority,
but he is expelled from the yahad if he pronounces the name (...7221370 owa 227 ar W[ K1). If this
happens for any reason, whether reading or praying, he is never to return to the council of the
yahad."” The Damascus Document explicitly prohibits using the divine name in oaths (CD 15:1).
Both documents avoid the divine name even in writing. Additionally, the scribal corrections in
1QIsa’, the Cave 1 scroll of Isaiah, involving several interchanges between to *178 and 717,
have been interpreted as evidence for spoken avoidance, as the scribes transmitted this scroll by
dictation. 1QIsa” dates to the late second or early first century BCE."

Alongside these sources, however, additional evidence from the twentieth century has
been unearthed that, when compared with previously known material, suggests that the claim of
full-scale avoidance in the second century BCE should be reexamined. Through a careful

assessment of this evidence, the resulting picture is one of overlap in the use and non-use of the

14-44. Ephraim Urbach, The Sages: Their Concepts and Beliefs (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1979), 134. For more
recent overviews and bibliography, see Sean McDonough, YHWH at Patmos. Rev. 1:4 in its Hellenistic and Early
Jewish Setting (WUNT 2.107; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999); Robert Wilkinson, Tetragrammaton: Western
Christians and the Hebrew Name of God, From the Beginnings to the Seventeenth Century (Leiden; Boston: Brill,
2015).

" The general view that the divine name was avoided during the second century BCE is often mentioned in
conjunction with other discussions, or as an addendum to argumentation, where the Tetragrammaton itself is not the
object of study. For example, Annette Steudel prefers an earlier dating of Ps 110:4 because of “the use of the
Tetragrammaton, which died out in the second century BCE, speaks against a late date.” See Steudel,
“Melchizedek,” in EDSS (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 535.

21QS 7.1-2: 7rvn nep HY My 21w K19 19T TI3A IR 7902 AP IR

" Skehan, “The Divine Name,” 35, n. 14: “That Adonay is read for Yhwh in Scriptures by the copyist of
1QIsa’ is a solid inference from his scribal habits.” Also, Arie van der Kooij, “The Old Greek of Tsaiah in Relation
to the Qumran Texts of Isaiah: Some General Comments,” in Septuagint, Scrolls, and Cognate Writings (ed. George
J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars; SCS 33; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 195.

3
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divine name. These overlapping practices are characteristic not just of the second century BCE
but of most of the Second Temple period (515 BCE-70 CE). To demonstrate this claim, the
present study examines all currently known extant literary and epigraphic evidence in Aramaic,
Hebrew, and Greek from the Second Temple period to answer the following question: When,
how, and in what sources was the divine name used and avoided? A further question concerns
the extent to which divine name avoidance was either written or spoken. The evidence shows
that the use of the divine name was more widespread than previous scholars have allowed, but
also that some types of divine name avoidance are more complex and multifaceted than
previously recognized.'* The full picture of the evidence also shows that there has been too much
dependency on the more well-known cases of avoidance, as in the sectarian literature from

Qumran, and the views espoused by the Jewish literary elite of antiquity—Philo and Josephus."

'* A few recent studies reflect a growing awareness that divine name avoidance is not only a phenomenon
of the second century BCE. See the review of Ben-Dov and Shaw below. Similarly, Wilkinson writes: “The
reluctance to use the Tetragrammaton-and even B'19&—does not begin in the 2nd century B.C. with the Judean
scrolls, but it is characteristic of some, but not all, later books of the Hebrew Bible itself.” Wilkinson,
Tetragrammaton, 81; and further, C. L. Seow, “God, Names of,” NIDB (vol. 2; ed. Katherine D. Sakenfeld;
Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2007), 588-95: “Beginning in at least the post-exilic period, the name was deemed too
sacred to pronounce.” Dennis Green, “Divine Titles: Rabbinic and Qumran Scribal Techniques,” in The Dead Sea
Scrolls: Fifty Years After Their Discovery (ed. Lawrence H. Schiffman, Emanuel Tov, and James VanderKam;
Jerusalem: IES and the Israel Museum, 2000), 499: “The literary evidence suggests that a deliberate avoidance of
using the Tetragrammaton in free composition developed some time prior to the second century BCE.”

' The evidence from Philo and Josephus has often been invoked as support for the view that avoidance in
the second century BCE continued to be decisive for Jews of the first century CE. In recounting the episode of the
burning bush, the late first century CE historian Josephus (A4nt. 2:275-76) says that he is not allowed to say the
divine name revealed to Moses (mepl 7 o8 ot Bepitdv eimelv). The Alexandrian philosopher Philo also writes on the
burning bush episode (Mos. 1:74—76). In response to Moses’ question of what name he is to give the people, Philo
writes, “God replied: ‘First tell them that I am He Who is (¢yw it 6 év) that they may learn the difference between
what is and what is not, and also the further lesson that no name at all can properly be used of Me, to Whom alone
existence belongs.’” For restrictions on the divine name and its holiness, see Mos. 2:114, 132; Migr. 103. I discuss
Philo further in the conclusion with reference to a recent essay by Andrade, “The Jewish Tetragrammaton,” 1-26.
Andrade suggests that the references to the divine name in Philo and Josephus are best understood in the context of
their particular social milieu. The implication is that their views on divine name avoidance are not as straightforward
as often assumed, and are not representative of most Jews. Furthermore, there is much debate over the evidence in
Philo itself, particularly his view of the names of God, knowledge of the Tetragrammaton, and what designations he
may have encountered in his Greek translation. For the contours of the debated issues, see N. A. Dahl and A. F.
Segal, “Philo and the Rabbis on the Names of God,” JSJ 9 (1978): 1-28; James R. Royse, “Philo, Kyrios, and the
Tetragrammaton,” in Heirs of the Septuagint: Philo, Hellenistic Judaism, and Early Christianity. Festschrift for
Earle Hilgert (ed. D.T. Runia, et al.; Studia Philonica Annual 3; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), 167-183. More
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The fact that some scholars have pointed to the continued use of the divine name after the second
century BCE, even through tannaitic times, underscores the importance of this area for further
investigation. '

Two tendencies in past scholarship have inhibited scholars from gaining more clarity on
the phenomenon of divine name avoidance. On the one hand, there has been a preoccupation
with the minutiae of philological details, as in the quest for the etymological origins of the
Tetragrammaton or its historical pronunciation.'” On the other hand, scholars have
overgeneralized the historical contours of the divine name’s history, which has often been
construed as a story of linear development, from use to non-use. These tendencies have led to
views that do not correspond with a balanced assessment of the sources. Furthermore, a survey

of all available evidence raises many basic questions for which answers have been previously

recently, Francesca Calabi, “Conoscibilita e inconoscibilita di Dio in Filone di Alessandria,” in Arrhetos Theos:
Uineffabilita del primo principio nel medio platonismo (ed. F. Calabi; Pisa: ETS, 2002), 35-54, who discusses
whether for Philo God is unnamable, or humans are simply unable to know God’s name. See also McDonough,
YHWH, 79-87; Shaw, Earliest, 169—70; 185-86. Lastly, for a recent discussion of Philo’s knowledge of Hebrew,
see Tessa Rajak, “Philo’s Knowledge of Hebrew: The Meaning of the Etymologies,” in The Jewish—Greek Tradition
in Antiquity and the Byzantine Empire (ed. James K. Aitken and James C. Paget; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2014), 173-87.

'® Regarding the continued use of the Tetragrammaton in oaths, see Lawrence Schiffman, Sectarian Law in
the Dead Sea Scrolls (BJS 33; Chico, California: Scholars Press, 1983), 140: “[T]here can be no question that early
tannaitic practice required the judicial oaths be taken by the Tetragrammaton.” For earlier times, in the context of
discussing late-books of the Hebrew Bible, Patrick Skehan says that “Qohelet avoids Yhwh altogether but uses
Elohim quite freely...Proverbs would, by contrast, be unthinkable without Yhwh, so that there were at least two
streams of influence continuously in wisdom circles.” See Skehan, “The Divine Name,” 21.

"7 Most inquiries into the etymology of the Tetragrammaton have endeavored to ascertain something of the
theological meaning of the name, based on its alleged derivation. While philological study of a word’s origin is
obviously important, it is erroneous to think that early Jewish views of God are dependent on etymology. R. Albertz
observes that these quests for the meaning of the Tetragrammaton are methodologically misguided: “The
fundamental objection to all these attempts at explanation is that only in the rarest instances is etymology
appropriate for making statements about the actual significance of a god. Divine names are often very much older
than the religions which use them, and ideas about a god change under the covering of the same name.” Albertz, 4
History of Israelite Religion, 50. In a similar vein, Quell urges caution when searching for meaning based on an
etymological interpretation. He writes, “The data reveal that it is impossible to state indisputably what 717" means.
All attempts at etymological interpretation, which are also attempts to convey the religious content of the word and
which are affected by particular theories about this, suffer from ambiguity.” See Gottfried Quell, “xUpiog; C. The Old
Testament Name for God,” TWNT 2.1044.
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inferred from a limited range of sources. The phenomenon of divine name avoidance has been
viewed, for example, mostly through the lens of the Hebrew evidence of the Second Temple
period, supplemented by rabbinic sources. Before the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls the
rabbis were the primary source for our understanding of divine name practices of the late Second
Temple period. There now are more insights to be gained by comparing and contrasting all
extant written evidence in Aramaic, Hebrew, and Greek sources of early Judaism. Also, the
debate over divine name avoidance has been typically framed as spoken avoidance, an emphasis
traced through the Hebrew Bible up through rabbinic literature.'® Many seem to assume that
spoken avoidance also implies avoidance in writing, or at least scholars have not always clearly
distinguished between the two. The evidence from the Second Temple period shows that, even if
the divine name was avoided in speech, many authors continued to use it in literary works, both
biblical and previously unknown writings from Qumran."

The primary task of the current study is to collect and present all extant evidence for the

use and non-use of the divine name. This is profitable in its own way because it has never been

'® The avoidance of the name YHWH in speech has drawn considerable attention, both because of the
modern curiosity of how the name sounded in antiquity, but also because of the grave consequences attached to
pronouncing the name in the most well-known sources. At least two important passages from the Hebrew Bible
encourage careful spoken treatment of the divine name: The Decalogue (Exod 20:7, Deut 5:11) states that one
should not “lift” (Xw1) the divine name to “emptiness, or falseness/triviality” (XW), and the case of blasphemy (Lev
24:10-14, 23) states that “anyone who curses God (118 55°) shall bear the sin. One who blasphemes the name
YHWH (min* ow apn) shall be put to death...” (Lev 24:15-16). Related to these are cases where cursing God is at
issue, such as in Exod 22:28, 23:13; Josh 23:7; 1 Kgs 21:13; Job 2:9, and the peculiar narrative segment of Amos
6:10. Later Second Temple texts, such as Sir 23:9-10, Jub 23:21, Pss. Sol. 17:5, all express concern that the holy
name should be used with great care, so as not to profane the deity. For a recent study on the idea of blasphemy,
particularly as it relates the severity of death punishment, see Theodore J. Lewis, “Piercing God’s Name: A
Mythological Subtext of Deicide Underlying Blasphemy in Leviticus 24,” in Le-ma ‘an Ziony: Essays in Honor of
Ziony Zevit (ed. Frederick E. Greenspahn and Gary Rendsburg; Eugene, Or: Wipf and Stock, 2017), 213-38. In
comparison with the Hebrew passage, the problem appears to be not only blasphemy, but according to the LXX,
merely “pronouncing the name” (...évoud{wv 8¢ T6 dvopa; Lev 24:16). This interpretation, however, is not
necessarily required. For recent discussion, see Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 23—27 (Anchor Bible 3B; New York:
Doubleday, 2001), 2114-2119; Sean McDonough, YHWH at Patmos, 62—63; and Simeon Chavel, Oracular Law
and Priestly Historiography in the Torah (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2014), 23.

" For examples and discussion, see Chapter 3.
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done before. A survey of the evidence allows for a more accurate description of the history of the
Tetragrammaton, but it also provides a framework for further study, particularly for scholars
interested in the role of divine titles and epithets in the portrayal of the Jewish deity during the
formative period of early Judaism and early Christianity. Scholars have pointed to the need for a
broad survey of divine titles and epithets in the Second Temple period. James Aitken, for
example, has observed:

There has been little attempt at systematic synthesis of the portrayal of God in the

period...[and] there is a need to re-evaluate our understanding of the God of the Jews in

the formative era of the later Persian and early Hellenistic periods and to begin to gather
systematically the data relating to his portrayal in literary and non-literary sources.”

In a study on the epithet “Most High” in early Jewish literature, Richard Bauckham writes:

The nature of Jewish Monotheism in the late Second Temple period has been much
discussed and debated in recent decades. Such discussion can now make significant
progress mainly, in my view, through careful study of the ways Jewish writers of the
period talk about God. There is a huge amount of evidence, but little study of it. It would
be extremely useful, for example, to have a complete listing of the use of various divine
names and titles in early Jewish literature, because only then can we observe which were
popular, which were not, in which types or categories of literature.”’

Bauckham offers a survey of the epithet “Most High,” and Aitken examines the portrayals of the
“God of the Pre-Maccabees.” The current study contributes to this area of scholarship by
collecting and describing the extant evidence for arguably the most important name in early
Judaism—the Tetragrammaton. In the minds of early Jewish authors, there was a deep reservoir

of divine names, titles, and epithets from which they selectively drew. The Tetragrammaton was

%% James Aitken, “The God of the Pre-Maccabees: Designations of the Divine in the Early Hellenistic
Period,” in The God of Israel (ed. Robert P. Gordon; UCOP 64; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007),
246-17.

*! Richard Bauckham, “The Nature of the ‘Most High” God and the Nature of Early Jewish Monotheism,”
in Israel’s God and Rebecca’s Children: Christology and Community in Early Judaism and Christianity: Essays in
Honor of Larry W. Hurtado and Alan F. Segal (ed. David B. Capes, April D. DeConick, Helen K. Bond and Troy A.
Miller; Waco: Baylor University Press, 2007), 107.
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among these. It was the desired portrayls of the Jewish deity, however, that led to the use of

some designations and the avoidance of others.

1.2 The Scope of Sources Included for Analysis

A further note is important about the scope of the evidence in this study. I will focus
primarily on extant epigraphic and literary evidence that dates on paleographic grounds to the
Second Temple period. The majority of this evidence comprises the fragmentary literary texts
discovered in various caves in the Judean desert, collectively known as the Dead Sea Scrolls.
Most of the remaining extant literary sources come from Egypt: Elephantine, Oxyrhynchus, and
Fayyum.

Much Jewish literature from the Second Temple period was written originally in Aramaic
or Hebrew, and later translated into Greek. Many of these works are preserved most fully in their
later Greek versions. There is a wealth of information on divine titles and epithets in these
sources. However, because most of them do not have extant copies that date to the Second
Temple period, I have chosen to exclude them from this collection of evidence. As will become
evident in Chapter 4, divine titles and epithets in Greek texts, especially in Christian
transmission, undergo a significant transformation after the first century CE. Thus, the post-
Second Temple period Greek manuscripts do provide a direct window into Second Temple
period divine name uses. Of particular importance, nonetheless, is the relevance of x0ptog, often
understood as the translation equivalent of 2378 and the Tetragrammaton in the Septuagint
(LXX), the Greek translation of the Jewish scriptures that began in the mid-third century BCE
with the Pentateuch. The use of xUptog in early Judaism is a special topic, extensively debated
among scholars. I discuss the use of xUptog in Jewish literary works original in Greek in the

context of Chapter 4, but overall, the Greek sources that do not have extant copies from the

8
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Second Temple period can only provide indirect data about the Tetragrammaton, with which this
study is mainly concerned. Lastly, in my collection of evidence for divine titles and epithets in
the Aramaic and Hebrew works discovered at Qumran, such as Jubilees, Enoch, and Tobit, I will
rarely discuss the later Greek versions of this works. The Greek and Ethiopic versions of Jubilees
and Enoch are invaluable for studying the way these authors conceptualized the deity, but in the
end, the later versions do not provide decisive evidence for the questions of the current study

focused on the Second Temple period.”

1.3 Defining Terms: “Use” and “Non-Use” of Divine Name(s), Titles, and Epithets

I discuss divine designations according to their grammatical use. In this sense, “names,”
“titles,” and “epithets” correspond to proper nouns, common nouns, and adjectival or
substantival formulations respectively. This study makes a primary distinction between the
divine name YHWH, and other divine titles and epithets, such as “God,” “Lord,” or “Most
High.” While a common noun technically denotes a title, ancient authors at times used titles as
proper names for the Jewish deity. This is often discussed in relation to the use of xUptog without
the definite article 0, grammatically a title, but used as a proper name in the Septuagint.”

According to Jonathon Ben-Dov, this also happens with 0" in the Psalter, and probably with

** In addition, theophoric elements of personal names are taken by some scholars as evidence for the use
and non-use of the Tetragrammaton, but these do not provide direct evidence for the independent use of the divine
name, and so are also excluded from the present study. Theophoric names are formed by the combination of the
divine name with other letters or words. For example, the names “Isaiah” (y7'pw”), “Jeremiah” (y71'17), and
“Jehoiakim” (@'p"11") contain the shorter spellings, 171" or 1, of the Tetragrammaton, Mi*. Other names contain the
prefix/suffix 1, or various other theophoric elements such as 58 in “Eleazar” (71y9R). Some names are entirely
composed of theophoric elements, such as “Elijah” (371"5&). Such elements may be helpful for discerning the
religious affiliation or ethnic identity of their bearers, as explored in the recently published Babylonian Al-Yahudu
tablets, or the Aramaic Wadi Daliyeh Samarian Papyri, but they do not provide definitive evidence for what
independent divine names and titles were used by those communities.

* For a discussion of terminology related to Greek titles and epithets, see Christiane Zimmermann, Die

Namen des Vaters: Studien zu ausgewdhlten neutestamentlichen Gottesbezeichnungen vor ihrem friihjiidischen und
paganen Sprachhorizont (AJEC 69; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 20-3.

9
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5& in Qumran texts.** Hartmut Stegemann and Martin Résel see this occurring with the title 175y
5% (“God Most High”) in the Aramaic Genesis Apocryphon.*> This suggests that terms for God

were used differently by different authors.*® The overlapping semantics of “name,” “title,” and
“epithet,” nevertheless, rarely affect the analysis in the current study, and so the following
definitions will suffice:

= divine name denotes the proper name of the Jewish deity, the Tetragrammaton, along
with its variant forms and spellings. The divine name occurs independently in five
different forms in three languages: m* and 7 (Hebrew), 17, 77, 7° (Aramaic),” and
taw (Greek). I use “Tetragrammaton” only when referring specifically to the four-
letter Hebrew divine name.

= use is the practice of writing or speaking the divine name.

= non-use refers to either the absence of the divine name where it might be expected or
divine name avoidance, which is a more restrictive category that refers to intentional
non-use and is clearly discernible from comparative material, consistent patterns,
quotations, or allusions.

= title refers to terms such as “God” or “Lord,” including o1&, 1178, 58, and x0ptos.
While these are typically understood as common nouns with reference to the God of
Israel, as noted above, they are also used as proper nouns/names by some ancient
authors.

= epithets often include attributive and substantive adjectives that describe attributes or
characteristics of the deity.”® These include the combination of titles and attributive

** Ben-Dov is careful to distinguish between Elohim as a divine name in the Pentateuch and its subsequent
use as a substitute for the Tetragrammaton in literature that copied earlier sources, such as Chronicles, the Elohistic
Psalter, and scrolls from Qumran. He distinguishes “...the employment of Elohim in authorship from its use in
redaction.” See Ben-Dov, X112 Y81 Minw NaN21 *00MORA DR 0P, Meghillot 8-9 (2010): 53-80
[Hebrew]; repr. “The Elohistic Psalter and the Writing of Divine Names at Qumran,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls and
Contemporary Culture: Proceedings of the International Conference Held at the Israel Museum, Jerusalem (July 6-
8, 2008) (ed. A. D. Roitman, L. Schiffman, S. Tzoref; STDJ 93; Leiden: Brill, 2011), 81.

** Stegemann writes, “Dieser Befund zeigt, daB der Autor von /Q Genesis-Apokryphon darin nicht ein
bloBes Gottespradikat gesehen hat, das etwa dessem besondere Erhabenheit kennzeichnete, sondern eien Art
"Eigennamen" seines Gottes.” See Stegemann, “Gottesbezeichnungen,” 214; Rosel, “Names of God,” in
Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L. Schiffman and J. C. VanderKam; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2000), 602. See also David S. Cunningham, “On Translating the Divine Name,” Theological Studies 56 (1995): 418.

26 Résel observed that “...it is difficult to distinguish between ‘name,” ‘epithet,” and ‘attribute’ with
certainty,” EDSS, 602.

2" Mathias Delcor believed that 17 must have occurred in the Hebrew scriptures before they were
standardized. He supports this through a comparison of 1 Esdras 1:3 and 1 Chr 36:23. He writes, “Il y a donc tout
lieu de croire qu'il était également représenté dans un état antérieur du texte hébreu, avant l'uniformisation des
Massorétes.” Delcor, “Des diverses maniéres d’écrire le tétragramme sacré dans les anciens documents hébraiques,”
RHR 147 (1955): 168.

** I find William M. Sale’s definition of “epithet” helpful: “an adjective, a noun in apposition, a noun-
phrase in apposition, a noun in the genitive, a governing noun, or a noun in a combination that preserves a singular

10
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phrases, such as 1199 58, 8317 8250, AW 7HR, AR SR, 7Ip 5K, or YT HN.

1.4 Contributions to the Study of the Divine Name: Collected Evidence and Modified

Chronology

Nineteenth and twentieth century scholarship has helpfully described the use and non-use
of the divine name in light of diverging doctrines held by the Pharisees, Zadokites/Sadducees,
Samaritans, and Qumranites. Some groups who held more stringent interpretations of halakha
avoided the divine name because they believed it carried a special sanctity and should therefore
be used only in a ritually pure environment, like the Temple.*® This view is derivative of the
broader phenomenon that characterized the late Second Temple period—the sharp increase in
concerns for ritual purity and impurity.”’ Other early Jewish groups sought to uphold the honor
and respect of the deity, which was threatened by perceived disrespectful or irreverent uses of the
name. One example pertains to oaths taken flippantly, with little regard for the reputation of the
deity invoked should one not fulfill their obligation. Both of these views, as discussed in
twentieth century scholarship below, one premised on the sacredness of the name, and the other
arising out of a posture of respect for the deity, eventually led to avoidance.

The current study will show that these views of divine name avoidance are specific to the

historical context of the second century BCE and the centuries following. They pertain to the late

sense.” See Sale, “Trojans, Statistics, and Milman Parry,” GRBS 30 (1989): 350.

** The divine name is explicitly referred to as holy/sacred in CD 20:34, 1QpHab 2:4; 1QM 11:3, and
elsewhere. For discussion of the concept of “holy/sacred” at Qumran, see Hanne von Weissenberg and Christian
Seppénen, “Constructing the Boundary Between Two Worlds: The Concept of Sacred in the Qumran Texts,” in
Crossing Imaginary Boundaries: The Dead Sea Scrolls in the Context of Second Temple Judaism (ed. Mika S.
Pajunen and Hanna Tervanotko; Helsinki: The Finish Exegetical Society, 2015), 71-97.

%% For a concise summary of the epigraphic, archaeological, and literary evidence for this phenomenon, for
example as it relates to the increased use of stone utensils and ritual baths, see Eric M. Meyers and Mark A.
Chancey, Alexander to Constantine: Archaeology of the Land of the Bible, Vol. 3 (ed. John J. Collins; AYBRL; New
Haven: Yale University Press, 2012), 47—49; also Jonathan Klawans, Impurity and Sin in Ancient Judaism (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2000).

11
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Second Temple period halakhic disputes. Rarely is the evidence from the Persian and Hellenistic
period considered, periods that pre-date the halakhic disputes. In the following chapters, I
integrate previously known material, such as the Elephantine papyri, with the divine name
practices in new material not widely known or easily accessible, such as the use of 17" or 17” in
the Idumean Ostracon, P. Amherst 63, and the BM Drachm. In addition, little attention has been
given to the evidence for the non-use of the divine name in the Aramaic literature of Ezra and
Daniel and the Qumran Aramaic scrolls. One inference to draw from this collection of material,
which I will elaborate further in Chapter 2, is that we encounter multiple literary contexts in
which the divine name is used and avoided, particularly in the Persian period Aramaic literature.
In some of these contexts, the sacredness or holiness of the divine name does not seem to be a
motivating factor for its avoidance, nor is a posture of respect towards the deity clearly
connected to an author’s choice of terms for God. There seem to be forces external to Judaism of
the time that are motivating the use of some designations, but not others. That Jewish authors of
the Second Temple period avoided the divine name for multiple and complex reasons may be
assumed, but the collection of evidence offered in this study provides scholars with a clear
outline of the contexts in which alternative views of avoidance may be further investigated.

A second major contribution of this study is a refinement to our understanding of the
Tetragrammaton’s history. The full collection of evidence shows that a decisive linear
development from the use to non-use of the divine name during the second century BCE needs to
be reevaluated. The use of the divine name, especially in writing, is not often factored into
scholarly descriptions of the divine name’s history. To state the facts: writing the
Tetragrammaton never died out; it not only continued in the Hebrew biblical scrolls found in the

Judean desert that parallel later books of the Jewish canon, but it was also used in many literary

12
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works that were previously unknown, and not included in the Tanakh. The Tetragrammaton also
continued in writing in Jewish-Greek biblical texts, even as xUptog became the dominant
rendering for the Tetragrammaton beginning in the second century CE. The notion of decisive
linear development must also be questioned in the other direction. In the Persian period, for
example, there is evidence for both its use and avoidance. While certain “developments” no

doubt occurred, these are not linear or universal.

1.5 Modern Scholarship on the Disuse of the Tetragrammaton

1.5.1 Abraham Geiger (1857)

The great mid-nineteenth century German-Jewish scholar, Abraham Geiger, was one of
the first to use the historical-critical method to better understand halakhic debates in ancient
Judaism.’' He considered the Tetragrammaton to have functioned like a litmus test for a
spectrum of halakhic positions, ranging from stringent to lenient. The Pharisees were generally
more lenient with their use of the Tetragrammaton, while the Zadokites and Samaritans exercised
greater restrictions.”

Geiger was convinced that the death of the high priest “Simon the Just” resulted in
significant changes to the Temple liturgy, in particular the disuse of divine name in worship by
subsequent priests. Geiger did not clarify whether he understood “the Just” to be Simon I or
Simon II; if the latter was meant, this would alter the date for the change in liturgy by no less

than a century, 300 BCE or 200 BCE.* Sirach 50:20 describes the use of the divine name in the

*! Abraham Geiger, Urschrift und Ubersetzungen der Bibel in ihrer Abhéngigkeit von der inner
Entwicklung des Judentums (Breslau: Heinauer, 1857).

** Geiger, Urschrift, 263-264.

3 Scholars debate whether “Simon the Just” is Simon I (¢. 300 BCE) or Simon II (c. 200 BCE). Most
consider him to be Simon II, although James VanderKam has argued for Simon I in “Simon the Just: Simon 1 or
Simon I1?” in Pomegranates & Golden Bells: Studies in Biblical, Jewish, and Near Eastern Ritual, Law, and

13
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Temple during the tenure of Simon: “Then Simon came down and raised his hands over the
whole congregation of Israelites, to pronounce the blessing of the Lord with his lips, and to glory
in his name.” Geiger’s support for this view was based on t. Sotah 13.8 (quoted in b. Menah
109b, and b. Yoma 39b), which claims that after the death of “Simon the Just priests refrained
from blessing the people in the Name.” Before the death of Simon, there was presumably no
restriction on the use of the Tetragrammaton. For Geiger, the prohibition of the divine name was
absolute. He states that “in ancient times the pronunciation of the divine name had been omitted,
even in the most sacred service,” referring to the Day of Atonement.** However, Geiger did not
consider this cessation to be permanent. While it was absolute, the cessation was temporary.

The Zadokites put forward the belief that the divine name should be replaced by o5& or
8nw,” presumably related to the events following the death of Simon the Just. The Pharisees
reacted to this priestly prohibition on the divine name. Geiger understood m. Ber. 9:5 as evidence
for this reaction: “And they ordained (3’pni) that a man should greet his fellow with the Name
(ow3)...” as was done by Boaz (Ruth 2:4).*° It was the Zadokites who initiated the avoidance,

but other groups disagreed and advocated for the continued use of the Tetragrammaton. Geiger
framed the idea that the disuse of the Tetragrammaton was the result of sectarian polemics of

groups that emerged with distinct identities during the second century BCE.

Literature in Honor of Jacob Milgrom (ed. David P. Wright, et al.; Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1995), 303—18.
For a defense of the traditional view, see Otto Mulder, Simon the High Priest in Sirach 50: An Exegetical Study of
the Significance of Simon the High Priest as the Climax to the Praise of the Fathers in Ben Sira’s Concept of the
History of Israel (JSISup 78; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 345-52.

* Geiger, Urschrift, 263.

%% Geiger, Urschrift, 262; cf. y. Sanh. 11:1.

*® This passage is discussed further below, see especially Urbach.
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1.5.2 Arthur Marmorstein (1927)

Arthur Marmorstein followed Geiger’s view that the death of Simon the Just factored into
divine name disuse.’’ He believed, however, that Simon was “Simon I”” (ca. 300 BCE), and
therefore the entire third century BCE must have been characterized by divine name avoidance.
He suggested that other lines of evidence supported divine name avoidance during the third
century BCE. The book of Esther, for example, does not use the Tetragrammaton because “...the
author lived in an age and in a country where and when the pronunciation of the Name was

39 Marmorstein considered

strictly forbidden...exactly the time after the death of Simon the Just.
the mid-third century BCE Greek translation of the Pentateuch as further evidence for the
prohibition, but he does not mention any specific details.*” He assumed that the evidence of the
Greek translation, Esther, and Simon the Just are self-evident. Scholars have largely disregarded
Marmorstein’s notion of a wide-spread prohibition of the Tetragrammaton during the third
century BCE on the basis of his imprecise historical method.*'

Marmorstein also followed Geiger on the idea of a temporary cessation of the name, but

did so by comparing and contrasting rabbinic sources. He showed that even as the divine name

was avoided for a time, it must have resurfaced later. A few passages of the Mishnah can only be

37 Arthur Marmorstein, The Old Rabbinic Doctrine of God, Vol. 1: Names and Attributes of God (Oxford
University Press: London, 1927).

*¥ Several other scholars followed Geiger and Marmorstein regarding the implications of the death of
Simon, although they debated whether Simon I or II is in view. Max Reisel, for example, also claims after the death
of high priest Simon the Just (II) “the other priests no longer considered themselves worthy to pronounce the
Tetragrammaton distinctly and completely in the daily priestly blessing...The High Priest continued to use the
original pronunciation on the Day of Atonement, but reduced its sonority. Eventually, after the destruction of the
Second Temple, this pronunciation lost its audibility altogether.” See Reisel, The Mysterious Name, 64, 71. For the
same view, see Samuel S. Cohon, “The Name of God,” 591-592.

3 Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic Doctrine, 30.

* Perhaps he had in mind the Greek translation of Lev 24:16 that seems to make “naming the name”
punishable by death, rather than its misuse in the Hebrew text. See further discussion on p. 6 n. 18.

! Urbach strongly critiqued Marmorstein’s method of historical reconstruction, a view also shared by M.
Segal. See Urbach, Sages, 2:737 n. 30.
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explained on the assumption that a unanimous prohibition during the late Second Temple period
was temporary. For example, m. Tamid 7:2 (= m. Sotah 7:6) claims that “[i]n the Temple they
pronounced the Name as it was written, but in the provinces by a substituted word.” Although
the divine name was replaced in the provinces, according to this tradition, it was still used in the
Temple, which suggests that the cessation was not complete. In another example, M. Yoma
portrays the high priest pronouncing the divine name in the ceremony of the scapegoat ritual on
the Day of Atonement, to which the people respond with the blessing:

...when the priests and the people who stood in the Temple Court heard the Expressed

name (WNMann ow) come forth from the mouth of the High Priest, they used to kneel and

bow themselves and fall down on their faces and say, “Blessed be the name of the glory
of his kingdom for ever and ever.”*

Not only does this passage ignore the alleged disuse in the Temple after Simon the Just, but it
depicts a situation in which the wmann ow is spoken according to its letters, and would have
been known to all who heard—the priests and the people.” Marmorstein suggests, furthermore,
that if the death penalty can be issued for those who pronounce the name (b. Sanh. 55b), then this

must refer to a time when the proper pronunciation was known.* Given the contradictory

2 See m. Yoma 3:8, 4:2, and 6:2. For a discussion of the role of own in this tractate, see Gedalyahu Alon,
Jews, Judaism, and the Classical World (trans. Israel Abrahams; Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1977), 237—43. See also
Sifre (Num 6:27), which records the discussion of R. Josiah and R. Jonathan: “‘Thus shall you bless the children of
Israel’ with the name (wann owa).”

* For discussion of the historicity of Yoma with regard to the pronunciation of the divine name, see Emil
Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 B.C.—A.D. 135) (rev. and ed. G. Vermes,
F. Millar, and M. Black; vol. 2; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1979), 307. For discussion on the literary nature of m.
Yoma, and particularly the exegetical agenda of its authors, see Daniel Stokl Ben Ezra, Impact of Yom Kippur on
Early Christianity: The Day of Atonement from Second Temple Judaism to the Fifth Century (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2003), 20. He argues that Yoma is “the fruit of rabbinic exegetical activity.” Gunter Stemberger also
emphasizes exegetical skills at work in m. Yoma; see “Yom Kippur and Mishnah Yoma,” in The Day of Atonement:
Its Interpretation in Early Jewish and Christian Traditions (ed. Thomas Hieke and Tobias Nicklas; Leiden: Brill,
2012), 130-31.

* Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic Doctrine, 32. Even the Bavli maintains a tradition that the rabbis taught the
divine name to their disciples. B. Qidd. 71a, “Rabba bar bar Hana says Rabbi Yohanan says: The Sages transmit the
four-letter name to their students once every seven years, and some say twice every seven years.” Although this is
held in tension with the following reference to Exod 3:15 “This is my name forever (0919%),” which Rav Nahman
bar Yitzhak discerned a word play, 095 should be read 05v5 (“to hide”).
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evidence of the Mishnah, namely how Yoma and Tamid can be unaware of the cessation of the
divine name, Marmorstein concluded that “[t]he view must have been foreign to the teachers of
the Mishna that the Name of God must not be pronounced.”* He also believed that diaspora
Jewish communities were ignorant of a prohibition on the divine name.*’

The question then arises for Marmorstein of how to coordinate his view of the cessation
during the third century BCE with the mishnaic evidence for its continued use. He resolves this
tension by supposing that the divine name must have resurfaced in the Hasmonean era,
beginning in the second century BCE,*” which is the exact opposite of what scholars have argued
from the mid-twentieth century onward. Similar to Geiger, Marmorstein saw evidence for this in
the passage from m. Ber. 9:5, about greeting a fellow in the “Name.” But whereas Geiger
thought m. Ber 9:5 was a Pharisaic attempt to undermine a corrupt Zadokite/Sadducean position,
Marmorstein argued that m. Ber 9:5 was intended as a polemic against the avoidance of the
Tetragrammaton among Hellenized-Jewish priests,

...who after the death of Simon, under Greek influence and Hellenistic teaching, held that

God has no name... After a long struggle, the teachers re-established the old usage of
pronouncing the Divine Name in the Temple...*

For Marmorstein, it was not pietistic Zadokites who stopped using the name after Simon’s death,

but rather Hellenistic priests who were influenced by the Greek philosophical tradition.*’

4> Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic Doctrine, 19; he also mentioned the traditions of y. Yoma 3:7; Eccl. R. 3.11,
showing that many stories of the early Tannaitic period continue to relate knowledge of the Tetragrammaton even
into the third century CE. A Persian woman curses her son with one letter of the divine name, a doctor in Sepphoris
attempted to teach R. Phineas b. Hama divine name techniques, and the Academy leader pronounced the
Tetragrammaton when declaring the New-Moon, as the High Priest did on Yom Kippur. See also Schiffman,
Sectarian Law, 141.

* Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic Doctrine, 19: “Neither in Egypt, nor in Babylonia, did the Jews know or
keep a law prohibiting the use of God’s name, the Tetragrammaton, in ordinary conversation or greetings.”

47 Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic Doctrine, 29.

* Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic Doctrine, 24-25.

* In this context, Marmorstein curiously mentions the “misuse of the Name for magical practices” as an
alternative reason for the prohibition, but this appears unrelated to his proposal regarding the Hellenized priests. The
idea that the Greeks influenced the disuse of the name is also discussed by Martin Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism:
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Regardless of what group initiated the disuse of the divine name, for both scholars m. Ber. 9:5
was understood as a Pharisaic correction.

But Marmorstein argued that the Pharisees reacted in another way—by encouraging the
use of the Tetragrammaton in public documents. For this latter proposal, he draws on an obscure
passage from Megillat Ta ‘anit (MegTaan), a scroll presumably written in the first-century CE
that itemizes about thirty-five dates of rescue or divine guidance. As Vered Noam summarizes,
the goal of this scroll was to keep Jews from fasting (¢a ‘anit) on “days on which miracles had
been performed for Israel.”*’ The relevant passage states that “On the third of Tishrei, the
‘mention’ (RN127R) was removed from the documents,” which in the context of MegTaan means
that no fasts were permitted on the third of Tishrei.”' Scholars have debated whether the
“mention” (XNI27TR) is an allusion to the name of God, or the name of a foreign ruler, or some
other festive day. The removal of the name of a foreign ruler from Jewish documents, especially
during Hasmonean times, would make intuitive sense as an occasion for celebrating liberation.
The removal of God’s name, however, would seem to require some further explanation. This is
given by both the scholion (commentary associated with MegTaan) and b. Ros Has 18b, in
which these sources take the “mention” as a reference to God:

Rav Aha bar Huna raised an objection: On the third of Tishrei the ordinance requiring the
mention in documents was abolished, and on that day fasting is forbidden. For the

Studies in Their Encounter in Palestine During the Early Hellenistic Period (London: SCM Press, 1974) 1:266-7,
that Jews developed the idea of the “essential namelessness of God” after the cultic prohibition on pronouncing the
name, in his words, “making a virtue of necessity.” Samuel Cohon adopts a similar position: “Following the death of
Simon the Just-which was marked by the spread of Hellenism and its heretical trends—the Tetragrammaton ceased to
be spoken even in the Temple by the ordinary priests.” See Cohon, “The Name of God,” 591-592.

%0 y. Taan 2:13, 66a [=y. Meg 1:6, 70c]. For discussion, see Vered Noam, “Megillat Taanit—The Scroll of
Fasting,” in The Literature of the Sages, Part II (ed. Shmuel Safrai, Zeev Safrai, Joshua Schwartz, Peter J. Tomson;
Netherlands: Royal Van Gorcum, 2006), 339.

> See Noam, D mTvn ,07wa ,0NONA .NMYN Noun (Megillat Ta ‘anit. Versions, Interpretation, History)
(Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, 2003), 235-238; ibid., “Megillat Taanit-The Scroll of Fasting,” 343. Ms Parma = “was
removed” (NY0inR); Ms Oxf and Bavli = “was nullified” (n>vamx). Noam states that even though the reference to
the “mention” is obscure, it belongs to the Hasmonean period; Noam, “Megillat Taanit,” 345.
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kingdom of Greece had issued a decree [against the Jews] forbidding them to mention the
name of Heaven on their lips. When the Hasmonean kingdom became strong and
defeated [the Greeks], they instituted that people should mention the name of Heaven
even in their [legal] documents. And therefore they would write: In year such and such of
Yohanan the High Priest of the God Most High...

...But when the Sages heard about this they said: Tomorrow this one [the borrower] will
repay his debt, [the lender will no longer need to save the loan document], the document
will be cast on a dunghill. And [so] they annulled [the ordinance to mention God’s name
in documents], and they made that day into a Festival.”

According to b. Ro§ Ha$ 18b the Greeks forbade mentioning the name of “Heaven,” but this was
reinstituted by the Hasmoneans. Later, when the undesirable situation arose in which expired
documents would be “cast on a dunghill,” bringing dishonor or contamination to God’s name,”
the sages removed the name from the documents.> Furthermore, Marmorstein argued that
RNI27R must be a reference to God because it is found in rabbinic literature as a divine
designation.” Other scholars have proposed that the “mention” refers to a foreign king. This is
based on m. Yad. 4:8, the dating formula of Simon in 1 Macc 13:41, and the coins of John

Hyrcanus.*

2 b. Ro§ Has. 18b. Text and translation are from https://www.sefaria.org/Rosh Hashanah.18b. The same
principle is found in t. Shab 13:4, where rabbis discourage the publication of blessings containing the divine name or
citations of Torah, because if they were discarded the name would be disgraced. “On this basis, they have stated that
those who write blessings are as if they burn the Torah.” Furthermore, other sources point to the Greek demand for
Jews to reject the God of Israel: “The Jews were ordered by the Greeks to write on the horn of the ox, ‘“We have no
share in the God of Israel,”” (Mekhilta 71b; Gen. Rab. 11, 4).

33 See Samuel Cohon, “The Name of God,” 588.

>* Notably, the rabbinic sources themselves do not speak with one voice regarding the third of Tishrei.
After the above sources, b. Ro§ Has. 19a complicates the picture by stating: “Derive (the prohibition against fasting
on the third of Tishrei from the fact that) it is the day that Gedaliah, son of Ahikam, was killed.” The Scholion and
the Bavli might have been taken at face value, that 8n127R is a reference to the Tetragrammaton, but the Gemara
shows that the “mention” may be completely unrelated to the use and non-use of the divine name.

> Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic Doctrine, 35. Although this evidence is much later and its relevance for
Second Temple practice was disputed by Lichtenstein.

*% See Zeitlin and Lichtenstein who cite m. Yad. 4:8. Solomon Zeitlin, Megillat Taanit (Philadelphia,
1922), 97. Others propose that the “mention” refers to a foreign king based reading between the lines of 1 Macc
13:41, “In the one hundred seventieth year [142 BCE] the yoke of the Gentiles was removed from Israel, and the
people began to write in their documents and contracts, ‘In the first year of Simon the great high priest and
commander and leader of the Jews.”” The removal of a kings name from documents is not explicitly mentioned, but
the emphasis of the phrase “In the first year of Simon...” presupposes that the name of a Greek king was used before
Simon. Otherwise there is no reasons to mention the formula. The coins of John Hyrcanus also do not mention God,
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In short, Marmorstein simply linked the sources together in a superficial sequence of
events, despite their qualitative differences, such that the cessation of the name (Simon the Just,
Esther, and the Septuagint) is followed by its reemergence (Yoma, Tamid, Berakot) and then
eventual disuse (MegTaan). But Marmorstein provides no discussion of why these sources
should be arranged according to this chronology.

To this sequence of events, Marmorstein added two more developments prior to the
destruction of the Temple in 70 CE. The first pertains to the different practices between the
Temple and the synagogues. Marmorstein considered the synagogues to follow the custom of the
provinces, according to m. Tamid 7:2 (= m. Sotah 7:6) using a "' (“substitute), while in the
Temple the name was pronounced as it was written.”” Secondly, Marmorstein believed that by
the first century BCE the Tetragrammaton was “muffled” in the Temple. He adduces the
evidence of y. Yoma 3:7 (40d—41a) and b. Qidd. 71a for the concealment of the

Tetragrammaton, which was literally “swallowed” during “the sweet melody ( ow p*5anw
nn'wia)” of the liturgy.” The reason given for this practice is the increase of 0'¥157 (“the unruly

men”),”” who apparently misused the name. As an addendum to the so-called ny5an custom, he

but generally follow the text of 1 Macc. Fitzmyer and Harrington, appear to have also considered a foreign king to
be in view; they translate, “On the third in Tishri the mention (of a foreign ruler?) was removed from the (public)
documents.” See Joseph A. Fitzmyer and Daniel J. Harrington, 4 Manual of Palestinian Aramaic Texts (Second
Century B.C.—Second Century A.D.) (2™ repr.; Rome: Editrice Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1994), 186-187. Despite
the secondary discussion on MegTaan, even if the “mention” refers to God, it is not clear that the Tetragrammaton
itself was in view. The sources associated with MegTaan mention “Heaven” or “Most High.” This observation is
central for Daniel Schwartz’s interpretation of the “mention.” He suggests that the use of “God Most High” in the
documents evoked the context of Gen 14:18-24 involving Melchizedek, who is both priest and king, which offered
an important precedent for the Hasmonean innovation to subsume the roles of priest and king under Simon in 142
BCE. See Schwartz, Perushim, 445; Vered Noam, MegTaan, 236.

°7 Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic Doctrine, 25. He gives this idea very little treatment, and conveys his view in
the form of a question: “If [the pronunciation] was not permitted in the divine service in the synagogues, where
substitutes were used, how can we assume that the use of the Tetragrammaton was unscrupulously permitted in
ordinary greetings?”

*¥ See also Qohelet Rabba 3.11.3; R. Tarphon is an eyewitness to this tradition.

% The Yerushalmi and Bavli both contain this tradition, but have redacted it to reflect different interests—
the concealing of the divine name in Palestine out of respect for the deity, purportedly during late Second Temple
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aligns the tradition of m. Sukkah 4:5 where the people circle the altar and quote Ps 118:25 saying
K17 IR rather thanmi 8I1R.%° He concluded that the “custom of owi nyHan was the usual one in

the last decades of the Temple.”®' In the end, Marmorstein strings the evidence together in the
following synthesis:
(1) After the death of Simon the use of the Name was discontinued; (2) in the time of the
early Hasidim the old custom was re-established in the Temple and extended to ordinary
greetings in order to counteract Hellenistic influences; (3) with the establishment of the
synagogues a line was drawn between the service in the Temple and outside; and (4) the
greetings and the pronunciation in the Temple by the Name were done np5ana, and not
distinctly.
In Marmorstein’s reconstruction, the use and non-use of the Tetragrammaton is the result of
different customs and goals of various groups of the Second Temple period, the same approach
of Geiger, but significantly more fleshed out. Only rarely, however, does Marmorstein offer
reasons for why the sources should be viewed as a sequence of linear developments; his
reconstruction is largely based on an assumed chronology of the evidence. Nevertheless, despite

the shortcomings of Marmorstein’s study, he did not consider the history of the divine name to

align with a linear development, from use to non-use.

times, versus the concealing of the name in light of Babylonian magical practices. They agree nonetheless on the
major points: 0’1877 (“unruly men”) used the name improperly or inappropriately, and the priestly response by
concealing it (0'p"92n). For a discussion of the respective emphasis of the Talmuds, see Hans-Jiirgen Becker, “The
Magic of the Name and Palestinian Rabbinic Literature,” in The Talmud Yerushalmi in Greco-Roman Culture 111
(ed. Peter Schifer; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2002), 403—407.

% The people circle the altar and recite Ps 118:25, but R. Judah b. Ilai states that they do not say the precise
WOI‘ding RI MPHRA M RIR NI nYUWAN MY RIR, but rather 83 NP wINT RIM IR KRI 7w K171 IR, The subtle
difference between M RIR and X1 1R is understood as a type of muffling. Joseph Baumgarten also suggested that
the curious phrase from 4QD” (4Q266) 11 18 has an analogous function to 171 a& in m. Sukkah 4:5. See
Baumgarten, “91977 171 3I%—51977 17 NR, A Reply to Kister,” JOR 84 (1994): 485-87; ibid, “A New Qumran
Substitute for the Divine Name and Mishna Sukkah 4.5,” JOR 83 (1992): 1-5; Menahem Kister, “On A New
Fragment of the Damascus Covenant,” JOR 84 (1993/1994): 249-251.

' Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic Doctrine, 31.

21



Ph.D. Thesis — A. Meyer; McMaster University — Religious Studies

1.5.3 Saul Lieberman (1951)

Saul Lieberman was one of the first scholars to compare the newly discovered evidence
of the Dead Sea Scrolls with rabbinic literature.” He found further support for Geiger’s view that
the Pharisees were less concerned with stringent rules for using the Tetragrammaton in the first
century BCE/CE as compared to “fringe” groups such as the Sadducees and Qumranites.”’ He
discusses, for example, the blessing formulae found in t. Berakot 7:20, noting how the sages

considered some blessings to be NINK 777 or “heterodoxy,”

He who begins [a blessing]...with Aleph Lamed and concludes it with Aleph Lamed is
[following] a heterodoxy.

The Aleph Lamed is a reference to 019X It means that anyone who uses D719 in a blessing (or
5% as supposed by Lieberman), instead of "7, is following a heterodoxy.* The greater

stringency here is evident in that one is “avoiding the pronunciation of even the substitute for the
Tetragrammaton.”® Lieberman connects this passage to the strikingly similar text in Damascus
Document 15.1-4, which prohibits using the divine name in oaths,

O"1A7 NYIAW DR "3 N5 abra 03 T §ORa on Pa[w

ovawvmaba etk awn pun o [ ]] Aman nbra

[1185 plaw’ nan mbraoxt [ ]] own ng 55m A3y yawr oxa [ ]
4ROA XY 89 W AN 8 owrk Ay ox [ ]] ovoawn

[A man must not sw]ear either by Aleph and Lamedh or by Aleph and Daleth, but rather
by the oath of those who enter [2] into the covenant vows. He must not make mention of

62 Saul Lieberman, “Light on the Cave Scrolls from Rabbinic Sources,” in Texts and Studies (repr. 1951;
New York: Ktav, 1974), 190-99. Other important studies include Jonathan Siegel, “The employment of Palaeo-
Hebrew characters for the divine names at Qumran in the light of Tannaitic Sources,” HUCA 42 (1971): 159-172;
ibid., “The Alexandrians in Jerusalem and their Torah Scroll with Gold Tetragrammata,” /EQ 22 (1972): 39-43. In
these articles, Siegel provides evidence of the belief that once written down the Tetragrammaton could not be
erased, and that paleo-Hebrew was one way to ensure this non-erasure. See also, Dennis Green, “Divine Titles,”
497-511.

% Lieberman, “Light,” 190-99.

%4 Lieberman considered aleph-lamed to refer to El, but left the question open. See Lieberman, “Light,”
396.

851 jeberman, “Light,” 191.
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the Law of Moses, because the Name of God is written out fully in it, [3] and if he swears
by it, and then commits a sin, he will have defiled the Name. But if he has sw[orn] by the
covenant vows in front of [4] the judges, if he has violated them, he is guilty; he should
then confess his sin and make restitution and then he will not bear the burden of sin...*

The idea is simple. Instead of swearing by the divine name, one is required to swear by the
covenant curses. This removes God from the equation and thus the chance of profaning the

divine name if the vow was broken.?”’” It may be assumed that aleph-lamed refers to ©'n9R, and
not 98, on the analogy of citing the first two letters of Adonai. The similarity between these texts

was an indication for Lieberman that the Tosefta tradition was aimed at the Jewish sectarians,
and thus different practices could be traced to halakhic disputes among various groups.
Lieberman points to another dispute involving the Tetragrammaton—ritual bathing—as
described in t. Yad. 2:20:
The Morning Bathers said: We charge against you, O Pharisees, that you mention the
Name without previous ritual immersion [for this purpose]. Said the Pharisees: We

charge against you, O Morning Bathers, that you mention the Name when your body
holds ritual uncleanliness [i.e., semen].”®

The bathers, identified as the Sadducees, believed that the Tetragrammaton should be spoken
only in a state of ritual purity, but the Pharisees argued that a person could be impure at any
moment, for example, from internal bodily fluids. For the bathers, a greater concern for ritual
purity requires greater restrictions on the use of the sacred name. Lieberman thus provided
important confirmation for the idea that Pharisees were less stringent, and that a major reason for
divine name avoidance was the strong emphasis on stringent purity halakha. This continues to be

the most widely used explanation for divine name avoidance in the late Second Temple period.

% Translation from Wise, Abegg, Cook, The Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translation (New Y ork:
HarperSanFrancisco, 2005).

7 See Schiffman, Sectarian Law, 136.

% Tosefta Rishonim IV, 160 (Lieberman).
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1.5.4 Ephraim Urbach (1979)

Urbach agreed with several points made by Geiger, Marmorstein, and Lieberman, but he
also drew more attention to the literary and historical contexts of the rabbinic evidence.” For
example, he carefully balanced the contradictions in the Mishnaic sources with the statements
found in the Tosefta and Talmud(s) to conclude that the death of Simon the Just may have been
significant for the cessation of the Tetragrammaton, but “...we must not regard this tradition as
fundamental and infer from it, in contradiction of all other source, that a law was promulgated
forbidding the use of the Name in the priestly benediction in the Temple.”” In another way,
Urbach scales back Marmorstein’s largely hypothetical assertion that m. Ber. 9:5 was a reaction
to the Hellenized priestly agenda of prohibiting the Tetragrammaton, and instead simply
interprets m. Ber. 9:5 in light of its immediate literary context. The Sadducees are advancing the
doctrine that there is no afterlife, and this teaching is encroaching on the blessings in the Temple.
M. Ber. 9:5 states,

At the close of every benediction in the Temple they used to say, ‘From everlasting’
(@yn 1n) [literally, “from the world”]; but after the heretics had taught corruptly and
said that there is but one world, they [sages] ordained (13'pn°n) that one should say ‘from
everlasting to everlasting’ (09wn Tv1 09wn 1n) [literally, ‘from world to world’]. And
they ordained (11*pni) that a man should greet his fellow with [the use of] the Name [of
God]; for it is written, “And behold Boaz came from Bethlehem and said unto the
reapers, ‘The Lord be with you.” And they answered, ‘The Lord bless thee.’...

Urbach notes that the sages expanded the benediction in the Temple to include the world to come
because the “heretics” taught that there is only one world. But evidently the reason for the

second ruling, about greeting “with the Name,” has been omitted. Urbach infers from the context

% Urbach, Sages, 124-34.

70 Urbach, Sages, 128. Importantly, the reference to the cessation of the divine name in t. Sotah 13.8 is not
an isolated statement, but mentioned in the context of the cessation of several other miracles that themselves are
symbolic of the cessation of greatness from Israel.
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that the reason must also have been in response to Sadducean doctrine.” He suggests that the
second ruling, then, is concerned, not necessarily with the pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton
per se, but some contested point of Sadducean teaching. The reference to Boaz and the reapers
provides the clue, which Urbach considers to be an affirmation of “Divine Providence.” The
Sadducees, therefore, must have been advocating an uninvolved, disinterested God. In Urbach’s
words, “[t]he reform, which renews an ancient benedictory formula of the Bible—*‘The Lord be
with you,” ‘The Lord bless thee’—was intended to instill the belief in Divine Providence, and is
not at all concerned with the pronunciation of the Name.””?

Regarding the custom of bwn nyYan, Urbach does not dismiss Marmorstein’s view that

the divine name was in some way muffled in priestly liturgy by the mid-first century CE. But
rather than focus on the obscure nature of the implementation of this practice, Urbach discusses
the reasons behind it. He writes,
If the exact date when caution began to be exercised in respect to the pronunciation of the
Name in the Temple and it commenced to be muffled is unknown to us, the reason at
least for the change is stated: ‘when unruly men increased,” and these unruly men are
none other than people who used the Name irresponsibly; compare the expression “be

profuse in vows or levity’ (m. Demai 2:3).”

The important connection is made by Urbach between the unruly men and the irresponsible use

of the divine name. Urbach makes another important connection in his discussion of m. Sanh.

! The literary structure of the text seems to support this view; for example, the verb 1wpnn (“they
ordained...”) is repeated for both rulings.

7* Urbach, Sages, 129. Urbach, however, may go too far in suggesting that this passage has nothing to do
with the pronunciation of the divine name. One should also factor into an interpretation the proof texts, following
the reference to Boaz and the reapers (Ruth 2:4), intended to support greeting “with the Name.” Judg 6:12, Prov
23:22, and Ps 119:126 give a series of reasons why the divine name should be used. In particular, Prov 23:22 (“and
do not despise your mother when she is old”) seems completely unrelated to the Tetragrammaton. But here, a
broader analogy is at play, probably as Herbert Danby suggested long ago that a time honored tradition should not
“lightly be set aside.” See Danby, The Mishnah: Translated from the Hebrew with Introduction and Brief
Explanatory Notes (3" edition; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson Publishers 2015), 10 n. 11. The proof text only makes
sense if pertaining to the pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton in greetings because this custom has antiquity on its
side. This appears to have nothing to do with “Divine Providence,” thus posing a challenge to Urbach’s view.

3 Urbach, Sages, 129.

25



Ph.D. Thesis — A. Meyer; McMaster University — Religious Studies

10:1. Most scholars before Urbach quoted Abba Saul’s famous dictum, that he who pronounces
the name has no share in the world to come, in isolation from its context. But the reason for his
dictum is actually connected to R. Akiva’s preceding statement:
And these are the ones who have no portion in the world to come: (1) He who says, the
resurrection of the dead is a teaching which does not derive from the Torah, (2) and the
Torah does not come from Heaven; and (3) an Epicurean. R. Aqiba says, ‘Also: He who
reads in heretical books, ‘and he who whispers over a wound and says, I will put none of
the diseases upon you which I have put on the Egyptians, for I am the LORD who heals

you (Exod 15:26).” Abba Saul says, ‘Also: he who pronounces (7:17777) the Name
according to its letters ("MMmK1a own).’

According to Urbach the pronunciation of the name should not be abstracted from the idea of
whispering the words of Exod 15:26 over a wound, the latter reducing the invocation of the
divine name to a talisman, which amounts to an irresponsible and improper use for the rabbis.
Thus the pronunciation of the name according to its letters is connected to its improper use in
charms.”™

In summary, Urbach discusses many of the same sources as Geiger, Marmorstein, and
Lieberman, but he shows that the significance of these passages is found, not so much in the
reliability of their historical information, but in the picture they give for the different reasons for
divine name avoidance among various groups in the late Second Temple period. The avoidance
of the Tetragrammaton for the sages is derived from a posture of respect. This reason differs
from the concern of those practicing strict purity halakha who aimed to safeguard the holiness of
divine name. The concern of the sages, instead, was to safeguard the honor and character of the

deity. Thus Urbach firmly established the second major reason often given for divine name

7 Many scholars have pointed to the misuse of the name in magic as an example leading to its official
cessation. Parke-Taylor, for example writes, “‘Undoubtedly, one of the factors operative in forbidding the use of the
divine name was the avoidance of magical practices.” Parke-Taylor, M Yahweh: The Divine Name in the Bible
(Waterloo, Ontario: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1975), 87.
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avoidance among modern scholars. According to those who followed less stringent halakha the
impetus for avoidance was primarily out respect for the deity. The misuse in magic, oaths,
blasphemy, or curses, are all variations on the same theme—impiety.

1.5.5 Hartmut Stegemann (1978)

Hartmut Stegemann compared the divine name practices at Qumran with other groups of
diaspora Judaism, broadly construed.” Regarding Simon the Just, for example, Stegemann
thought that while it was possible that the pronunciation of the divine name was Simon’s
privilege, this cannot somehow be projected onto the use of the divine name in diaspora.”®
Stegemann questioned the extent to which rabbinic customs would have been recognized in
synagogue worship, beyond the influence of the Temple, or in private readings of scripture,
where the context was much less holy. For Marmorstein, m. Tamid 7:2 clearly pointed to
diverging practices between the Temple and synagogue, but Stegemann considered the issue to
be less certain. Nevertheless, Stegemann believed that the divine name was widely replaced. This
could be explained better in terms of social and geographic factors, rather than halakhic disputes.
Stegemann examined the use of x0ptog, Oedg, DR, TR, DTOR, 15V, and M5 HR, and showed how
these titles began to replace the Tetragrammaton in relatively distinct settings of Babylon,
Palestine, and Greek-speaking diaspora.

The divine name was first avoided in Babylonian Judaism, which reflects the “Kraft und

Heiligkeit, also ein Sanktum” of the Tetragrammaton.”’ ©'n5R became the technical replacement

3 Stegemann, “Gottesbezeichnungen,” 195-217.

7% Stegemann, “Gottesbezeichnungen,”199: “Meiner Einschitzung nach spricht nichts dagegen, diese
Nachricht als historisch zutreffend zu werten...Dort kdnnten gleichzeitig ganz andere Brauche bestanden
haben...Dieser feste Punkt gilt freilich zunichst nur fiir Palédstina und nur fiir den Segen der Priester im Tempel.”

77 Stegemann, “Gottesbezeichnungen,” 216: “Denn wahrscheinlich ist die Vermeidung der Aussprache des
Gottesnamens, zundchst im babylonischen, dann auch im paldstinischen und schlie8lich im gesamten
griechischsprachigen Judentum, weniger aus Scheu vor den Fremden geschehen, also ein, ‘Arkanum’ gewesen,
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of the Tetragrammaton in scripture reading in Mesopotamia, perhaps beginning as early as the
sixth century BCE, and certainly by the fourth century BCE. This proposal is based largely on

the dating of the so-called Priestly Source and the special role of '19% in Ezekiel. For
Stegemann, the use of 0% as a replacement in Hebrew influenced the common use of 89 in
Jewish Aramaic.” In contrast, the term Y& would not have been used in Babylonian Judaism,

“Denn diese bezeichnung ist allzu nahe verwandt mit dem akkadischen ilu(m),” assuming that
the Babylonian Jews would be careful not to associate the God of Israel to closely with the
Babylonian pantheon.”

Stegemann also proposed that in diaspora communal readings of scripture there must
have been some who did not know Hebrew. In these situations, the Tetragrammaton would have
been rendered in the regional language (“Landessprache”), which is the historical root of the
divine name’s rendering in the Septuagint and Targumim.* The practices of the Greek-speaking
diaspora exerted considerable influences on the customs of Palestine in the second century
BCE.*' He summarizes this position accordingly:

Im griechisch-sprachigen Judentum schlieflich las man (ab I. Hélfte des 2.Jh.v.Chr.) bei
der Schriftlesung im hebrdischen Text "117R, im Targum — faktisch also bei Verlesung der
Septuaginta — Formen von (6) x0ptog, denen im Text der griechischen Bibelhandschriften
selbst hebriische Tetragramme (teils althebriisch, teils in Qaudratschrift)
zugrundelagen.®

sondern — als genuin innerjiidische Entwicklung — Verzicht auf die Aussprache dieses Namens wegen seiner
besonderen Kraft und Heiligkeit, also ein ‘Sanktum’.”

78 Stegemann, “Gottesbezeichnungen,” 209: “Wenn man diesen ins Aramaische iibertrug, sprach man
wahrscheinlich an diesen Stellen 8nHK.”

" Tbid., 209.

* Ibid., 198.

¥! In this regard, Stegemann’s position is similar to Baudissin’s proposal that xUptog was read for the
Tetragrammaton in Egypt, which then influenced the use of *17R in scripture readings of Palestine; see Baudissin,
Kyrios als Gottesname im Judentum und seine Stelle in der Religionsgeschichte (3 vols; Giessen: Alfred Topelmann,
1929), 2:1-17.

%2 Stegemann, “Gottesbezeichnungen,” 198.
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Even though the Hebrew Tetragrammaton occurred in Greek biblical manuscripts, it was still
pronounced, according to Stegemann, as xUptog.”
Stegemann then brought this larger context to bear on the evidence for Palestine, as

reflected by the Qumran literature. He claimed that % in scripture reading functioned as the
“technische Ersetzung” for the Tetragrammaton. The designation "17R, on the other hand, reflects
use in blessings and praise, but is not a technical replacement in Qumran texts or in biblical
citations.* As far as Stegemann knew at the time, 3178 never occurred as a replacement in
biblical citations.®® He summarized,
Im palistinischen Judentum hingegen, dokumentiert durch die Qumrantexte, — die zwar
einer Sondergruppe entstammen, die aber hinsichtlich der Gottesnamenwiedergabe

wahrscheinlich reprisentativ sind fiir das damalige lokale Judentum, — las man (etwa vom
2.Jh.v.Chr. an) anstelle der Tetragramme X, im Targum entsprechend 8.

According to Stegemann, the Qumran texts came from a special group but are probably
representative of local customs.*® Overall, Stegemann demonstrates the importance of looking
beyond the local practices of Palestine in order to understand the larger network of divine titles
and epithets, and especially their role in the replacement of the Tetragrammaton. Stegemann
traced this activity through various geographic settings and historically contiguous periods to

argue that the use of 5& at Qumran was indebted to the spoken use of 8715& in Aramaic, which in
turn reflected the customs of the post-exilic Babylonian-Jewish use of 0’19 in scripture reading.

While there has been little debate over the details of Stegemann’s discussion, some scholars have

% This view goes back at least to Origen (mid-third century CE); see Chapter 4.

% Stegemann, “Gottesbezeichnungen,” 202.

% Ibid., 203. The current evidence, however, shows 11T as a substitute for 71171” in biblical citations in 5
documents (11x total). See Appendix 6.1.3.

% Ibid., 196.
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come to exactly the opposite conclusions about certain aspects of his broader outline, most

importantly, the direction of influence between xUptog and "1TR.

1.5.6 Patrick Skehan (1980)

Patrick Skehan pulled together various threads of evidence for divine name practices in
Ben Sira, Qumran manuscripts, and the LXX.*” His relatively short and accessible essay became
quickly influential for its clear articulation of a linear development in divine name practices. It
has been cited in almost every study on the topic since its publication, and recently it was
affirmed as a “masterful article.”®® Skehan gives much coherence to the scattered material, which
was greatly appreciated at the time.

Skehan begins by highlighting the evidence of the Masada copy of Ben Sira, dated

paleographically to 100-50 BCE, which shows frequent use of 5y, 58, and *37&, but not M or
o'no&. Comparing this evidence with the literary depiction of Simon the Just, as found in Sirach
50:20 (whom Skehan takes to be Simon II, ca. 200 BCE), Skehan demarcates the second century
BCE as one of major transition. He writes:
The book of Ben Sira comes from a period and a milieu in which Yhwh was certainly
still pronounced in the Jerusalem temple (Sir 50:20-21). This text seems to make not

only the blessing, but also the pronouncing of the Name, a special privilege of the high
g 89
priest.

87 Patrick Skehan, “The Divine Name at Qumran, in the Masada Scroll, and in the Septuagint,” BIOSCS 13
(1980): 14—44. Mattathias Delcor offered a similar study in the 1950s, “Des diverses maniéres,” 145—173, though
less material was available to him at the time.

% Eugene Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Developmental Composition of the Bible (Leiden: Brill,
2015), 154.

% Skehan agrees with F. O’ Fearghail, “Sir 50:5-21: Yom Kippur or the Daily Whole Offering?” Bib 59
(1978): 301-316, that a better parallel for Sir 50 are the events of the daily morning sacrifice, rather than the annual
blessing on the Day of Atonement. This would mean that in the Temple, the Tetragrammaton would have been
pronounced every day, not once a year.
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This special privilege of Simon leads Skehan to suppose that “[h]esitancy to write the name
Yhwh, or even Elohim, would seem to account for the use of *3TX by the copyist of the Masada
MS, and the solution he accepted foreshadows a wide range of developments in the centuries that

5590

followed, including Kyrios for Yhwh in LXX and elsewhere.””” Whereas past scholarship held

that xUptog influenced the use of *37R, Skehan argued that x0ptog is the later development, a Greek
rendering of the spoken "J7TR.

Skehan discusses the mistakes and corrections related to 737 and *17& in 1QIsa’ that
provide further evidence for the spoken substitution of the Tetragrammaton with 1178 around
125 BCE. According to Skehan, two scribes produced this scroll, one dictated the contents of the
Vorlage while the other scribe copied. When the dictating scribe encountered the
Tetragrammaton, he pronounced *378. The copying scribe usually wrote the Tetragrammaton, but
in other places erroneously assumed "11TX was the correct designation. This means that in
copying biblical manuscripts the pronunciation of the divine name was avoided. Skehan also
discussed many other replacements of the Tetragrammaton with divine titles and epithets at
Qumran, most notably the use of & in sectarian manuscripts and the Tetrapuncta. The latter is
found to replace the Tetragrammaton in a cluster of manuscripts that generally date between
125-50 BCE. For Skehan, this evidence marks a decisive shift away from the use of the
Tetragrammaton beginning in the second century BCE.

Skehan then turned to divine name practices in the “Septuagint” manuscripts, where he
identifies a linear development of four stages for rendering the divine name. He suggests that the

phonetic transliteration of the divine name, taw, found in the Cave 4 Greek scroll

% Skehan, “The Divine Name,” 20.

31



Ph.D. Thesis — A. Meyer; McMaster University — Religious Studies

4QpapLXXLeVb (4Q120), was the original practice. At some point, scribes switched to writing
the Tetragrammaton in Hebrew in the square-Aramaic script (e.g., P. Fouad 266b), and third, the
use of the paleo-Hebrew script for the Tetragrammaton (e.g., 8HevXlIlgr). Lastly, the divine
name was rendered with the title x0ptog in Christian copies of the Septuagint, replacing the
earlier 1ew/mi". Skehan discusses these developments in a chronological sequence because the
paleographic date of each manuscript generally arranges them in this order, but he does not
explain why these practices evolved in this sequence.”!

The overarching model of linear development, as Skehan discerns from the evidence of
Ben Sira, Qumran, and the LXX, provided scholars with a helpful starting point for exploring the
larger milieu of divine name practices in early Judaism. But a comprehensive survey of the
evidence suggests that, while Skehan’s notion of linear development is evident in some cases,

there are many exceptions that complicate this paradigm.”

1.5.7 Sean McDonough (1999)

In YHWH at Patmos, Sean McDonough examines the Hellenistic formula in Rev 1:4, 6

AR 4

&v xal 6 %v xal 6 épyduevos (“the one who is and who was and who is to come™).”

This passage
has in its background the Greek translation of Exod 3:14, which in turn involves the use and

meaning of the Hebrew Tetragrammaton. To elucidate the significance of the Tetragrammaton

I T address the Greek biblical texts fully in Chaper 4.

%2 In addition to the Tetragrammaton itself, another focus of Skehan’s essay is the development from the
square-script to the “spread” of paleo-Hebrew. This notion also needs revision. While many documents use the
paleo-Hebrew script in the first century BCE/CE, they also contain the square script during this same period. We do
not see development because these practices exist side by side. In fact, according to paleographic date, the highest
concentration of the use of square script for the Tetragrammaton is in the early to mid-Herodian period (30 BCE-30
CE). As shown in Chapter 3, this is the same time that paleo-Hebrew is used most frequently. The use of the square
script and paleo-Hebrew script reflect contemporaneous streams of tradition. Furthermore, Stegemann discussed the
paleo-Hebrew and square-Aramaic script for the Tetragrammaton and noted their overlap; see Stegemann,
“Gottesbezeichnung,” 206.

%3 Sean McDonough, YHWH at Patmos. Rev. 1:4 in its Hellenistic and Early Jewish Setting (WUNT 2.107;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999).
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during the Second Temple period, McDonough provides a broad survey of the evidence for the
use and non-use of the divine name. He systematically distinguishes between evidence for
writing and saying the divine name during the Second Temple period. Before his monograph,
spoken and written aspects of the Tetragrammaton were largely discussed in tandem.”* While
McDonough does not offer new observations on the extant evidence, his categorization allows
for further insight into the historical setting of divine name practices. He shows that many
sources clearly demonstrate restrictions on the divine name, but when considering written and
spoken elements together, it is apparent that the divine name does not completely disappear. He
suggests that

[t]here were two streams of tradition with regards to the pronunciation of the divine name

in Judaism. The “official version,” presumably passed along by the temple hierarchy and

the rabbis, may well have been “Yahweh”... At the same time, a more popular version of
the name, lao, flourished among some Jews, perhaps especially in the diaspora.”

The overall picture, according to McDonough, is one of reluctance to use the divine name, but
nevertheless “[t]he tetragrammaton continued to have a rich underground life even after its
public profile lessened.””® McDonough’s monograph is detailed and well-researched, but his
goal of interpreting Rev 1:4 has necessarily required him to omit some evidence in his survey.
For example, he prefaces his study by saying that we have no direct evidence for when and why

the avoidance of the name YHWH was introduced, and then supposes that the earliest evidence

% Hints towards the need to treat issues of pronunciation and writing separately are found earlier in
Fitzmyer, “The Semitic Background of the New Testamenet Kyrios Title,” 122-23; and Skehan, “The Divine
Name,” 14. See more recently, Nathanael Andrade, “The Jewish Tetragrammaton,” 205: “The manner in which
Hellenistic and Roman imperial Jews of the period wrote or transcribed the Tetragrammaton is connected to the
issues of its pronunciation, but one also has to distinguish between the two.”

> McDonough, YHWH at Patmos, 122. McDonough sees in m. Tamid 7:2 an allusion to the consolidation
of power by the Jerusalem authorities in effort to preserve “national identity in a new cultural and political
environment,” of the late Second Temple period. He draws an analogy to the cult centralization of the
deuteronomistic writers, namely the “house for the name of YHWH?” tradition (cf. Deut 12:5, 11; 1 Kgs 8:16-19;
9:3); McDonough, YHWH at Patmos, 115-116.

**Ibid., 111.
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for the substitution of Tetragrammaton might be the use of xUptog in the “original” LXX,
sometime in the mid-third century BCE, a line of reasoning similar to that put forward by
Marmorstein. According to McDonough, before the Greek translation “the evidence for early
second temple Judaism dries up.”’ The current study broadens the scope of evidence to include
the Aramaic material of the Persian and Hellenistic periods, some of which was not available to
McDonough in 1999.® This material allows us to appreciate the complexity of divine name

avoidance more fully than if our starting point began in the third century BCE.

1.5.8 Jonathan Ben-Dov (2008, 2016)

In two recent essays, Jonathan Ben-Dov has offered several insights into the history of
the Tetragrammaton and its relationship to 0"1& and 5&.” In 2008, he furthered the views of
Geiger and Lieberman that some authors avoided the Tetragrammaton as a result of stringent
purity halakha, historically a Sadducean position. He begins his study by analyzing the
mechanisms for divine name avoidance in the Elohistic Psalter (EP) and proposes that even
though the EP “preceded the Second Temple Sadducean practice by several centuries,” it shows
concern for ritual purity through the avoidance of the divine name in priestly Levitical-type
literature, such as the psalms of Asaph and Korah. This offers strong indication that the
avoidance is related to priestly circles.'” For Ben-Dov, this means that avoidance practices are
found “not only in the Hasmonean era, as is commonly thought, but in a significantly earlier time

during the Persian period.”'’! His view on the substitution practices of the EP is consistent with
g p p

7 1bid., 112.

% McDonough discusses the Elephantine papyri, but these are not included in a broader synthesis.

% Ben-Dov, “The Elohistic Psalter,” 79—104; ibid., “The Resurrection of the Divine Assembly and the
Divine Title El in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Submerged Literature in Ancient Greek Culture. Beyond Greece:
Volume 3 The Comparative Perspective (ed. A. Ercolani and M. Giordano; de Gruyter, 2016), 9-31.

1% Ben-Dov, “The Elohistic Psalter,” 103.

%" Ben-Dov, “The Elohistic Psalter,” 82, 88.
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Stegemann’s position on the use 19X in the Priestly Source and Ezekiel resulting from the

“Kraft und Heiligkeit, also ein ‘Sanktum’” of the Tetragrammaton, although Ben-Dov does not
discuss Stegemann on this point.

The evidence for avoiding the divine name in Qumran literature specifically tied to
concerns for ritual purity is even more explicit than in the EP, but important for Ben-Dov is the
theoretical connection between the EP and tendencies at Qumran. He explains both phenomena
through the theory advanced by Eyal Regev—that the ideology underlying priestly halakha
forbidding the Tetragrammaton at Qumran relates to the notion of the “special vulnerability of
the Holy.”'** Accordingly the “evil forces of impurity” contaminate “the Holy”; thus, using
Tetragrammaton also endangers it, bringing it—and by extension the holy deity—close to
defilement. The logical outcome would be the careful regulation of divine name.'” Ben-Dov
concludes that,

A priestly ideal of protecting the Name found a limited expression during the Persian

period in the redaction of EP. This ideology was continued—or possibly revived—in the
late Hellenistic period by the yahad scribes.'

Ben-Dov follows the essential position of Geiger and Lieberman, but adds the theoretical
backing from Regev, thus offering a more complete description of this phenomenon. For Ben-

Dov avoidance practices stretch from the Persian period up through the evidence of the Qumran

12 See Eyal Regev, “Reconstructing Rabbinic and Qumranic Worldviews: Dynamic Holiness vs. Static

Holiness,” in Rabbinic Perspectives: Rabbinic Literature and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the Eighth
International Symposium of the Orion Center (ed. Steven D. Fraade et al.; STDJ 62; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 112: “The
Qumranic strictness in avoiding or eliminating pollution and desecration arises from a perception that holiness is
dynamic..., that is, holiness is sensitive to desecration, vulnerable, and in some manner changeable. The Pharisees,
and later rabbis...were less worried by the danger of defilement and desecration, and did not require such extensive
efforts to protect the holy...holiness is not sensitive to human activity and thus ‘desecration’ does not really change
it.”
' This had clear implications for speech, but also writing: “The protection requires both a prohibition
against improper pronunciation of the Name and a need to replace it with various substitutes when committed to
writing.” Ben-Dov, “Elohistic Psalter,” 103.

14 Ben-Dov, “Elohistic Psalter,” 104.
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literature. But even for Ben-Dov, the avoidance of the Tetragrammaton for reasons of ritual
purity is one factor in the larger history of the Tetragrammaton. He observes that “[t]he scribes
who practiced strict protection of the Tetragram—both the tradent of EP and the yahad scribes—
were exceptional in their times, since, as we saw, only a small minority of the Qumran scrolls
took the pains to avoid the Tetragram.” The “small minority” refers to the independent/originally
composed sectarian compositions that primarily use 9&. Other sectarian compositions use the
Tetragrammaton in biblical quotations, and of course the biblical scrolls that were copied by the
Qumran scribes also use the Tetragrammaton. But importantly, Ben-Dov alludes to another
understudied phenomenon at Qumran, namely the continued use of the Tetragrammaton in the
collection of scrolls that are arguably non-biblical but also clearly non-sectarian. This includes
some of the so-called rewritten scripture texts, but also many others, that are not easily
categorized under current labels. In the context of his essay, Ben-Dov does not address the use of
the Tetragrammaton in this group of the Hebrew scrolls, which apparently show no regard for
stringent purity halakha in writing the Tetragrammaton.

In 2016, Ben-Dov examined the use of 9& at Qumran in light of the ancient Near Eastern
mythological tradition of the “divine assembly” in which a chief deity is joined by other lesser
deities or angels to deliberate over important matters. In this study, Ben-Dov reviews the
evidence for the avoidance of the Tetragrammaton in sectarian literature, but in addition seeks to
explain why & becomes the term of choice for yahad authors.'” He suggests that the divine
assembly tradition was “suppressed” in canonical Jewish literature, but revived among the

Qumran yahad for the important conceptual and theological connections that the yahad wished

1% In this way, Ben-Dov shows that focus solely on disuse or avoidance misses the larger implication of

why scribes chose other titles and epithets to replace the Tetragrammaton.
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to establish. After demonstrating how “...the scene of the divine assembly was active, sacred,
revered in that community [i.e., yahad],”'* Ben-Dov shows how the use of 5, the title of the
chief deity of divine assembly, provides a desirable portrayal of the Jewish God at Qumran:
It may not be too far-fetched to claim that the mythical scene of the divine assembly,
which was so powerful for the self-construction of the community, is what prompted the
choice of El as the main divine title within the Yahad... The title El is most suitable to

convey this particular sense [i.e., supreme God], because it had been used for at least a
millennium throughout the Levant as an indication for the head of the divine assembly.'”’

What does this have to do with the use and avoidance of the Tetragrammaton? In Qumran
sectarian texts, there seem to be two principles working at the same time. The avoidance of the
Tetragrammaton, mostly for reasons of ritual purity as argued by Geiger, Lieberman, and
presently by Ben-Dov, and suggested by Stegemann, but also the purposeful use of other divine
titles, most notably 9% and its compounds. The latter offers its own conceptual and theological
outlook. On the one hand, the divine name is avoided among priestly circles responsible for the
EP and Qumran sectarian literature,'” while on the other hand, the title 5% functions as a conduit
for providing a special depiction of the Jewish deity that was important for the yahad writers.

Even though the divine assembly might not offer an explanation for all uses of 9% at Qumran, it

1% Ben-Dov, “Divine Assembly,” 19-20.

97 With reference to 0"& Y& in 1QM18:6, he writes that “the phrase is meant to convey the greatness of the
One, but this cannot be expressed without recourse to the way He stands out among the Many. The more common
biblical name Y& does not lend itself to such a construct, since it is grammatically plural even in designating the
one and only God. A scribal culture like that of the Yahad which wished to make constant references to various
powers in heaven cannot use the standard Hebrew titles for God; the old West Semitic title El would be a perfect
choice for that purpose.” Ben-Dov, “Divine Assembly,” 24-25.

1% Ben-Dov writes that “Since a great part of the EP constitutes what may be called Levitical literature—
the psalms of Asaph and Korah—we may be justified to see in it a forerunner of the priestly tendency of the latter
Second Temple period” (103). This view is based on the assumption that priestly literature in the Hebrew Bible
reflected the concerns for ritual purity and safeguarding the name later also found among the Sadducees. In this
regard, Ben-Dov also rightly notes: “Admittedly, the priestly literature—in the Pentateuch...does not explicitly
promote an ideology of protecting the Divine name” (104 n. 73). Still, however, texts like Lev 24:14—16 have a
distinctly ritual component in which the action of cursing the name contaminated all who heard, which needed to be
transferred back to the source/blasphemer to be contained/stoned (“and let all who were within hearing lay their
hands on his head”). The dynamics of purity/impurity are different in the Hebrew Bible, but the implications for the
beliefs about the Tetragrammaton seem to be transferable to priestly groups of the Second Temple period.
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shows us that some terms for God were intentionally chosen by the authors for what such terms
depicted. In other words, Ben-Dov’s study offers a more nuanced answer to the question: why
not the Tetragrammaton? For the yahad there were at least two answers: it is holy, but also, it did
not give the Qumran authors what they wanted. This question is relevant to keep in mind when
assessing reasons for Tetragrammaton avoidance in other segments of Jewish literature where
purity concerns seem to be lacking.

Ben-Dov’s study makes significant contributions to our understanding of divine names
and epithets in the Second Temple period and Qumran literature. At the same time, however, it
also implies the traditional paradigm of linear development. Ben-Dov writes:

The biography of God in the Hebrew Bible unfolds as a story of gradual distancing...

already in biblical times a tendency emerged—most notably in late biblical books—to

avoid the Tetragram and replace it with epithets: D5, 58, "3R8, etc...the process of
distancing oneself from the Godhead intensified in the post-biblical period, with the
coining in rabbinic literature of such Divine epithets as 01pnn (the Place), n1own (the

Presence), 8171 71792 w1Tpn (the Holy, Blessed be He), or of surnames used in apocalyptic
literature like 8n9p &1 (Master of the world).'”

On the grand scale, from the Iron Age to the tannaitic period, there is clearly a development from
use to non-use. For the Second Temple period more specifically, however, a careful
consideration of all available evidence will show that the model of linear development, advanced

earlier by Skehan and others, can be refined.

1.5.9 Frank Shaw (2014)

Frank Shaw’s recent monograph, The Earliest Non-Mystical Jewish Use of law, is a

comprehensive assessment of the early history of the Greek form of the divine name ew.""’ This

109 Ben-Dov, “Elohistic Psalter,” 79-80.
"9 See Frank Shaw, The Earliest Non-Mystical Jewish Use of law (Leuven: Peeters, 2014). For my review,
see http://www.jhsonline.org/reviews/reviews_new/review763.htm.
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study is designed to correct nineteenth and twentieth scholarship that viewed the name aw as
either a post-Second Temple phenomenon, manifest exclusively in the realms of mysticism and
magic, or a marginal practice, as some scholars have characterized its occurrence after the
discovery of 4QpapLXXLev® (4Q120) at Qumran.'"' Shaw demonstrates, however, that the name
law had a vibrant non-mystical use in the second and first centuries BCE,'"” and knowledge of

the name was more wide spread than traditionally thought, not only in Egypt but elsewhere in the

Mediterranean world.'"

After these important correctives, and with a comprehensive view of the
evidence in mind, Shaw examines the long standing debate over the “original” rendering of the
Tetragrammaton in the LXX. He argues that “[t]he matter of any (especially single) ‘original’
form of the divine name in the LXX is too complex, the evidence is too scattered and indefinite,
and the various approaches offered for the issue are too simplistic...” to account for the scribal
practices as they happened.''* Shaw makes a compelling case that an either/or framework for
interpreting the earliest rendering(s) of the LXX is historically implausible. In summary, Shaw’s

efforts were directed towards understanding the Greek form of the divine name. The current

study is informed by Shaw’s approach to collect all relevant evidence, as it now pertains to the

" Martin Rosel, for example, refers to taw as a “strange reading” in the Septuagint’s textual history. See

Rosel, “The Reading and Translation of the Divine Name in the Masoretic Tradition and the Greek Pentateuch,”
JSOT 31 (2007): 419.

"2 This includes the use of 1w in 4Q120, discussion in Jewish and ecclesiastical writers and Greco-Roman
sources, as well as the use of 1aw in the explanatory columns of LXX onomastica, such as P. Oxy. 2745, Pap. Heid.
1.5, and Vat. Pius II Gr. 15. In these onomastica, the Greek transliterations of Hebrew names are listed in one
column (e.g., Iwvabav) and explicated in another (e.g., law déua; or Inoné rendered as Iaw mpéobepa). The basic fact
that a scribe writes Iaw in the explanatory column suggests that “there must have been a somewhat substantial
number of Jews employing, and copies of the LXX itself that contained, the divine name law.” See Shaw, Earliest,
33.

'3 See Shaw’s discussion of the name I among non-Jewish Greco-Roman authors of the first century
BCE/CE, including Diodorus Siculus (Biblioteca 1.94.2), Varro, Philo of Byblus, Valerius Maximus, and Emperor
Gaius.

"% Shaw, Earliest, 158.

39



Ph.D. Thesis — A. Meyer; McMaster University — Religious Studies

Aramaic and Hebrew sources, in addition to the Greek, in order to arrive at a more sophisticated
view of divine name practices.
1.5.10 Summary of Modern Scholarship

The use and non-use of the divine name in the late Second Temple period mirrored the
divergent beliefs held by various groups. Geiger, Leiberman, and Ben-Dov (and Regev) have
firmly established one major reason for divine name avoidance among the Zadokites/Sadducees,
Samaritans, and Qumranites: the belief that the Tetragrammaton’s holiness required its
safeguarding from the contagion of impurity. This was a reason for its avoidance. This belief
operated among priestly circles, and can be detected as early as the EP. It was expressed also in
the avoidance of the divine name in both speech and writing in the Qumran yahad literature.
Urbach, building on and modifying Marmorstein’s work, made a compelling case that the sages,
while advocating more lenient halakhic positions, came to adopt the avoidance of the divine
name in order to safeguard the honor and reputation of the deity. They prohibited the use of the
name for reasons of impiety. Such sentiments can be traced to Sir 23:9-10, Pss. Sol. 17:5, and
Jub 23:21, and from there all the way back to Exod 20:7 (Deut 5:11). These two reasons for the
avoidance of the divine name were in circulation, respectively, among the priests and pious.

Marmorstein was one of the first scholars to offer a larger synthesis for divine name
practices in antiquity. Drawing on the contradictory evidence of rabbinic literature he argued that
divine name practices could not be construed as a clear-cut transition from use to non-use. This
observation was insightful in principle, but his historical perspective was superficial in that he
simply arranged the sources as if one was the clear precursor or successor of the other.

Following the Qumran discoveries, Hartmut Stegemann and Patrick Skehan took major

steps towards the formulation of more coherent explanations for the diverse manuscript evidence
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from the Judean desert. Stegemann made important insights regarding the divine name in the
context of diaspora, while Skehan put forward his influential notion of development. The
different starting points of their studies led to different conclusions. Stegemann, for example,
held that the use of xUptog in diaspora influenced the use of "37R for the Tetragrammaton, while
Skehan argued that "37& influenced the later use of xUptog, especially in the LXX. For Skehan,
various developments were evident in the Qumran material. The first concerned the
Tetragrammaton itself. He found the second century BCE to mark a decisive transition away
from the use of the Tetragrammaton. On the early end, this was demarcated by the account of
Simon the Just, and on the later end, by the Masada copy of Ben Sira and 1QIsa’. Skehan also
depicted development in the use of the paleo-Hebrew script for writing divine names, first for the
Tetragrammaton around 50 BCE, then spreading to other divine names by the mid-first century
CE, for example, as in 4QIsa‘. Lastly, he depicted a four stage development of divine name
practices in Greek biblical texts: scribes first rendered the divine name as taw, then the
Tetragrammaton, first in the square script, then in the paleo-Hebrew script, and finally, in
Christian copies of the LXX, the earlier forms were replaced with x0ptos.

Skehan saw linear development in all major aspects of divine name practices. His
approach captured well the broad strokes of late Second Temple practices, but left little room for
the types of overlap and complexity that emerge when considering all the sources together. A
major challenge to the utility of Skehan’s notion of development is the inherent ambiguity in
paleographical dating. In describing the late Second Temple history of the divine name, we must
keep in mind the range of paleographic dates for certain scribal hands. On its own, this may

imply more overlap than development.
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1.6  Plan of Study

The present study sets out to accomplish the task of collecting and describing all
available evidence from the Second Temple period in three core chapters, each comprising one
of the primary languages of early Judaism: Aramaic, Hebrew, and Greek. The evidence in each
of these chapters is presented slightly differently, given the diverse contents of each group. The
organizing principle for each chapter was determined according to what would serve the reader
as the most accessible guide to the evidence.

Chapter 2 presents the Aramaic evidence. This chapter is generally structured
chronologically, beginning with the Elephantine papyri and ostraca, P. Amherst 63, the Idumean
Ostracon, and the British Museum Drachm. These sources use various forms of the divine name,
m, 1, or 1. Next, I discuss both the use and non-use of the divine name among the Mt.
Gerizim Inscriptions, Ezra-(Nehemiah), and Daniel. In the final section, I present the evidence
for divine name avoidance in the Qumran Aramaic scrolls. This section also lists every extant
Aramaic divine title and epithet from over twenty literary texts, including the Genesis
Apocryphon, Aramaic Levi Document, Book of Giants, Birth of Noah, Testament of Qahat,
Aramaic Job, and others.

Chapter 3 presents the collection of Hebrew evidence, which primarily comes from the
caves of the Judean desert, known collectively as the Dead Sea Scrolls. In scrolls that represent
copies of books later found in the Jewish canon of scripture, often referred to as “biblical”
manuscripts, | examine divine name variant patterns. In the scrolls that were composed by the
self-described yahad community, otherwise known as “sectarian” scrolls, the Tetragrammaton is
consistently avoided, but on occasion the Tetragrammaton is used in biblical quotations. Lastly, I

investigate the prevalent use of the Tetragrammaton in many texts that were previously
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unknown, some of these comprise the so-called “rewritten scriptural” texts (e.g., 4QReworked
Pentateuch A—E, Temple Scroll, Jubilees), but others are pseudo-prophetic works (e.g.,
4QPseudo Ezek™), or apocryphon or liturgical type texts (e.g., 4QApocryphon of Moses*? and
11QApocryphal Psalms). In all genres of Dead Sea Scrolls, we encounter uses of the paleo-
Hebrew script for the Tetragrammaton and other divine titles, as well as the use of Tetrapuncta.

Chapter 4 presents a collection of evidence from copies of Greek texts that date on
paleographic grounds to the Second Temple period. These texts come from Judea or Egypt and
include P. Fouad 266b, 4QpapLXXLev" (4Q120), 4Qpap paraExod gr (4Q127), Greek Twelve
Minor Prophets (8HevXllgr), P. Oxy 3522, and P. Oxy 5101. In summary of these sources, I
discuss the significance of the Greek transliteration taw and the Hebrew Tetragrammaton within
the Greek biblical texts. This is followed by a discussion of epigraphic and literary evidence for
the use and non-use of xUptog in early Jewish-Greek literature as it pertains to the debate over the
divine name in the textual history of the LXX. In the context of this discussion, I also provide an
itemized list of the earliest Christian copies of the LXX before the appearance of the major
codices: Vaticanus, Alexandrinus, and Sinaiticus. This offers a backdrop for observing the
standardization of divine titles in Christian copies of LXX manuscripts in contrast to the
diversity of practices in copies from the Second Temple period.

Chapter 5 draws on the collected evidence to offer a modified chronology for the use and
non-use of the divine name in early Judaism. This summary chapter compares and contrasts the
Aramaic, Hebrew, and Greek evidence in the context of a historical description of divine name
practices beginning in the fifth century BCE Persian period, leading up through the Hellenistic
and early Roman times, and ending in the late first century CE. In short, I integrate the full

collection of extant evidence with the survey of past scholarship—on reasons for divine name
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avoidance and on notions of development—to suggest that while much evidence becomes
available for divine name avoidance during the second century BCE, this evidence should not
overshadow the continued uses of the divine name in Judea and the diaspora. A decisive linear
transition towards the avoidance of the divine name, in speech and writing, does not happen
during the Second Temple period, but may be more accurate in describing the second century
CE, following the Jewish wars with Rome and the beginning of the rabbinic movement. The
evidence for divine name avoidance in the second century BCE, moreover, should also not
obscure the fact that writers avoid the divine name at earlier times as well, in both Hebrew and
Aramaic works. Lastly, the reasons for divine name avoidance among Persian period authors

seems to be distinct from the types of sectarian avoidance in the writings from Qumran.

44



Ph.D. Thesis — A. Meyer; McMaster University — Religious Studies

2 CHAPTER 2: THE DIVINE NAME IN ARAMAIC TEXTS

The evidence for the use and non-use of the divine name in Aramaic enters the extant
record in the early fifth century BCE with the Elephantine ostraca and papyri. Also originating in
some form during the Persian period are the Aramaic passages of Ezra and the Aramaic tales of
Daniel, although their final shaping is probably Hellenistic.'" The fourth century BCE is the
agreed date for the British Museum drachm and the Idumean Ostracon. Towards the late fourth
or early third century BCE we encounter P. Amherst 63. From the third to early second century
BCE, we find the dedicatory inscriptions from Mt. Gerizim. The Hellenistic to early Roman

period is the backdrop for many of the Qumran Aramaic Scrolls.

2.1  The Use of the Divine Name in Aramaic Sources

The Elephantine papyri and ostraca, P. Amh 63, the Idumean Ostracon, and the BM
Drachm all use the short form(s) of the divine name.
2.1.1 The Elephantine Papyri and Ostraca

The Elephantine material spans roughly a century, dating from the early fifth century

BCE to the early fourth century BCE."

These documents come from an Aramaic speaking
community in the Upper Nile region on the island of Elephantine or “Yeb” (2°). The community

had a temple at Elephantine, variously designated n"a and 87138, which was built sometime

'3 Both of these books have a very complex redaction history. The final collection of Aramaic tales in

Daniel (2-7), for example, are probably Hellenistic based on the interpretation that the fourth kingdom in Daniel 2
must be the Greek, but the Aramaic tales likely circulated independently, or as a loose collection, in the Persian
period. See discussion below.

" The references of the Elephantine texts are from Porten and Yardeni, Textbook of Aramaic Documents
from Ancient Egypt: Volumes 1-4 (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1986-1999); TAD A (= Vol. 1, 1986); TAD B (= Vol.
2,1989); TAD C (= Vol. 3, 1993); TAD D (= Vol. 4, 1999). The following example illustrates the reference system:
“TAD B3.4, 25” refers to volume “B” archive or collection “3” document “4” line number “25.”
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before the reign of Cambyses (ca. 529 BCE).'"” The shorter form of the divine name is found in
letters, documentary records, and ostraca: 17 occurs 35 times in the papyri; 17° occurs 7 times
(5x in ostraca, 2x in the papyri); and 1" occurs once. Most occurrences of the divine name are
found in four collections of texts: Ostraca, Mibtahiah Archive, Anani Archive, and Jedaniah
Archive.
2.1.2 Ostraca

There are about fifty-seven ostraca from Elephantine. These provide a window into the
everyday life of the community, including economic and legal activities. The ostraca date to
around 475425 BCE, and are generally earlier than the papyri, which date between 420-395
BCE.""® In the following table, I list the terms for God in the ostraca, then discuss a few
illustrative examples.

2.1.2 Ostraca Divine Designations

Designation Reference Frequency
a1 oA D7.18,2-3 1x
nan D7.16,3,7 2x

0'in% nnY Tnona D7.21,3 1x
b[xw..] o v D7.35, 1 1x
RO Dwa mIR DS8.8, 1 1x

"7 The reign of Cambyses is referred to in A4.6, 17; A4.7, 14; A4.9, 5. In particular, A4.9, 5 seems to
suggest that the Elephantine temple was built before Cambyses. It may have been coterminous with the First Temple
in Jerusalem. On this assumption, Porten states that “once the Jerusalem Temple was destroyed [5S86 BCE], the one
at Elephantine was likely to have gained in stature. The Elephantine Jews were proud of the fact that their Temple
was not harmed by Cambyses, although the Egyptian temples were ‘overthrown.” The effect on the Elephantine
Temple of the reconstruction of the Jerusalem Temple is unknown, but it continued to exist, until it was destroyed at
Egyptian instigation in the summer of 410 B.C.E.” See Porten and Yardeni, TAD Vol. 1, 121-22.

'8 Several Aramaic ostraca discovered at Elephantine come from other locations and date to the Ptolemaic
period. There are at least six from Edfu (possibly seven), one from Kom el-Ahmar, one from Oxyrhynchus, and one
from an unknown site (D8.13). See Porten and Yardeni, 74D Vol. 4, Introduction, VI.

"9 The document D.8 comes from an unknown site, so the identity of X798 may be questioned. The
occurrence of the name “Judith,” however, suggests that the Jewish deity is in view.
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D7.16, 3—4 (“Instructions for Legumes and Barley”) contains the divine name in an oath
to ensure that the legumes do not get lost in the process of transporting them: “Lest, if they get
lost, by the life of YHH (i7>°n), if not yo[ur] life I shall take.” The phrase 17> is used again
in line 7. The scribe conjoins the oath formula with the divine name, which suggests that the
divine name was pronounced. This evidence is similar to the formulae in the sixth century BCE
Lachish letters.

D7.18, 2-3 (“Instructions for a Tunic left Behind”) uses the divine name in the construct
phrase 17 "2 (“house of YHH”). Here a request is made to retrieve a tunic left near the temple.

D7.21, 3 records a request of a garment for mending, but prefaces the request with the
salutation: “I blessed you by YHH and Khnum (213151 7" 7n273), now send me the
garment....” Notably, the deity Khnum is invoked alongside the God of Israel.'* This blessing

formula is also used with reference to other deities.'*!

2.1.3 Mibtahiah Archive

The Mibtahiah papyri consist of 11 documents that record the family business of
Mabhseiah and his daughters Mibtahiah and Miptahiah. Here we find betrothal contracts and
property claims. The divine name occurs 5 times in this archive.

2.1.3 Mibtahiah Archive Divine Designations

\ Designation \ Reference Frequency

120 For the implications of invoking multiple deities by the Elephantine Jews, see André Dupont-Sommer,

“Le syncretisme religieux des juifs d’Eléphantine d’aprés un ostracon araméen inédit,” Revue d’Histoire des
Religions 130 (1945): 17-28; Bezalel Porten, “The Religion of the Jews of Elephantine in light of the Hermopolis
Papyri,” JNES 28 (1969): 121; ibid., “Elephantine Papyri,” in The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (ed. David Noel
Freedman; New York: Doubleday, 1990), 2:445-55; E. Stern, “Religion in Palestine in the Assyrian and Persian
Periods,” in The Crisis of Israelite Religion: Transformation of Religious Tradition in Exilic and Post-Exilic Times
(ed. Bob Becking and Marjo C. A. Korpel; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 245-55; ibid., “The Religious Revolution in
Persian-Period Judah,” in Judah and the Judeans in the Persian Period (ed. Oded Lipschits and Manfred Oeming;
Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 199-205.

2! For example, the papyrus document A2.5, 1-2 reads, “We have blessed you by Ptah that he may show
me your face in peace.” For this formula earlier in the Ostraca, see D1.1, 1-2 (“I blessed you by Ptah...”).
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RAOK 1172 B2.2,4 1x
"2 B2.2,6,11 2x

TOR 17 T RN B2.7, 14 1x
ROOR 177 T RN B2.10, 6 1x

B2.2, 4-6 (“Withdrawal from land” January 2, 464 BCE) contains the litigation of
Dargamana, who speaks in the first person about his temporary use or (disputed) ownership of
land that apparently belongs to Mahseiah. All we know is that Dargamana files his complaint and
then recounts the land boundaries, of which his own house is on the eastern side. In the course of
the document, Dargamana refers three times to an oath sworn by Mahseiah,

You swore to me by YHW the God (875& 177"3) in Yeb the fortress...and they imposed
upon you for me the oath to swear by YHW (32 81115) on account of that land...

Dargamana lastly provides a statement of satisfaction and a waiver of any future suit against

Mahseiah: “You swore to me by YHW (371"2) and satisfied my heart about that land....” In the
above oath, the title 819X is appended to 171". The compound Xi5& 173" occurs 27 times in the

Elephantine material, which accounts for about half of the total 43 occurrences of the divine
name.'*

B2.7, 14 preserves Mahseiah’s grant of a house to his daughter Miptahiah. The Jewish
temple is mentioned in the description of the land boundary. The divine name here occurs with

the spelling “YHH” (75& 17 1 873K 1% 8'0nn), a spelling characteristic of the ostraca. YHH

occurs twice in the papyri, but YHW never occurs in the ostraca. The spelling YHH in the
papyri, for the scribe who copied it, does not appear to mark a significant difference from YHW

because both forms are used by the same family of scribes. In B2.7, 14 the scribe Nathan son of

'22 The compound X198 7’ occurs once in the papyri, but not in the ostraca. 819X is found in compound

with the proper names of other deities in both the ostraca and papyri. With reference to Khnub, Herembethel, Ptah,
Isis, Hamilat, Shamash, Atumnebon, Anilat, Osiris, see respectively A4.5, 3; B7.2, 7-8; C3.12, 27; D15.2, 1; D20.3,
2;D22.47,4;D23.1, 11; D23.17, 1; D24.1, 4-5.
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Ananiah uses the spelling YHH, while Mauziah son of Nathan uses the spelling YHW in B2.10,
6 (RM9X 177 T 87MIR) in the same expression pertaining to boundary descriptions. Because YHH
is attested in the ostraca, and no forms of YHW are found there, it is probable that YHH is the
earlier historical form.'*’
2.1.4 Anani Archive

The divine name occurs 17 times in the Anani Archive. We also find here the frequent
mention of Anani’s title: 119 (“servitor™).

2.1.4 Anani Archive Divine Designations

Designation Reference Frequency
1o b B3.2,2 1x
RAOR 77 1 MO B3.3,2 1x
ROR 175 1Y B3.4,3;B3.10, 2; B3.12, 10-11 3x
R iar, B3.4,25 1x
AMRI 2k B3.12, 1 1x
RADR 17" 1 M9 B3.5,2; B3.7,2; B3.10, 23; B3.11, 7x

1-2; B3.11, 17; B3.12, 2; B3.12, 33

RAOR 17 IR B3.4,9-10 1x
RAOR 177 T RN B3.5, 10 1x
177 7T RILKR B3.12, 18-19 1x

'2 There has been much debate over the historical-linguistic development and pronunciation of these forms

in relation to the Tetragrammaton. Nineteenth century positions are summarized by G. R. Driver, “The Original
Form of the Name Yahweh: Evidence and Conclusions,” Z4AW 46 (1928): 7; and Otto Eissfeldt, “Neue Zeugnisse fiir
die Aussprache des Tetragramms als Jahwe,” ZAW 53 (1935): 59. William F. Albright regarded YHW as the jussive
form of the verbal Yahweh; see Albright, “The Names ‘Israel’ and ‘Judah’ with an Excurses on the Etymology of
Todah and Torah,” JBL 46 (1927): 175. Cf. Bauddisin, Kyrios als Gottesname, 2:193-202; Emil Kraeling argued
that YHH was probably pronounced “Yaho...the difference [between YHW and YHH] is simply due to accent:
Yeho, but Yahii. We transcribe the name as Yahu in accordance with our tendency to accent it on the first syllable,”
see Kraeling, The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri: New Documents of the 5th century BCE from the Jewish
Colony at Elephantine (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1953), 85. He also writes, on the same page, that
“Dupont-Sommer thinks Yhh is a popular way of writing the name Yahweh and that it is perhaps more ancient than
the writing Yhw, but that the latter recommended itself by the resemblance to Yhwh (the officially accepted form).”
Along similar lines, David N. Freedman suggested that yAw may be a “slight archaism” and that yhh was more
accurate indication of the pronunciation of the final 6; see “YHWH,” TDOT 5:504-5. More recently, Bezalel Porten
suggested that “The spelling YHH is probably an orthographic variation of YHW; cf. yrhh for Jericho (1 Kings
16:34).” See Porten, The Elephantine Papyri in English. Three Millennia of Cross-Cultural Continuity and Change
(Leiden: Brill, 1996), 105 n. 5.
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B3.2, 2-3 (“Withdrawal from hyr’”) is a documentary papyrus in which Mica accepts a
payment of 5 shekels from Anani. The document begins with the statement: “Mica son of A[hio]
said to Anani son of Azar[iah], a servitor to YHW in Yeb (22 37 in5[ i°]71), saying...” The
divine name occurs in a phrase that tells us about Anani’s role in the community as a servitor to
YHW. This term should probably be distinguished from “priest” as we find 83772 in the Jedaniah
archive. The phrase 1715 ;1% occurs about 14 times in this archive with considerable variation.'**
Note the two examples:

B3.3, 2 (“Document of Wifehood”) spells the name YHH (875& 10 1 j119).

B3.4, 3 (“Sale of Abandoned Property”) uses the preposition 9 instead of *t and spells the
divine name YHW (875% 17°5 i19). But in line 25 of this document we also find the spelling 7’
(22 15 1nH). These two documents, with three different spellings, were written by the same
scribe. This likely means that different spellings for the divine name were interchangeable. Both

the Anani and Mibtahiah archives contain orthographic variations for the divine name as well as
formulaic expressions.'*
2.1.5 Jedaniah Archive

The Jedaniah documents date from 419 BCE to sometime after 407 BCE. The most well-
known document is the request for aid in rebuilding the 17* n*a (“House of YHW”) at
Elephantine (A4.7)."* These designations are all tied to particular events or episodes in the

history of the community, not simply mundane records of daily life. Certain epithets, particularly

124 The noun 115 sometimes occurs in the determined state (e.g., 815 in B3.11, 17).

There are also variations of the phrase referring to the Temple. In particular, note 875% 17" 9138 (B3.4,
9-10), 8198 171 1 XK (B3.5, 10), and 3717 1 87U (B3.12, 18-19).

'2° The Jedaniah archive also contains important documents related to the “Passover” or Feast of
Unleavened Bread (A4.1), Egyptian Jewish relations (A4.2-3), and the imprisonment of Jewish leaders (A4.4). See
Porten and Yardeni, 74D Vol. 1, 53.
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NW 158 17 and KW RN 1, are noticeably absent from the documentary ostraca and papyri

examined above. The following terms appear in this archive:

2.1.5 Jedaniah Archive Divine Designations

Designation Reference Frequency
RMDR 1177 T R0 A4.3,1 1x
RDW 1HR A4.3,3,5;A4.7,2; A4.8,2; A4.9,3-4 5x
RNW 71OK 17 A4.7,27-28; A4.8,27 2x
NIW RN T A4.7,15 1x
RMY]R WO NN Tapnd A4.5,15 1x
RAOR 177 T RN A4.7,6; A4.7,24; A48, 7; A48, 24; 5x

A4.10, 8

RMHR 17 T RMA2TN A4.7,26; A4.8, 25 2x

A4.3, 1-5 (“Recommendation to Aid Benefactors”) contains the compound 8158 17, but
notice also the use of 8'nW nHR (“God of Heaven”):

[1] To my lords Jedaniah, Uriah and the priests of YHW the God (X5& 177 1 8°3727) ...
may you be in favor before [3] the God of Heaven (8w nH&). And now, when Vidranga
the garrison commander arrived at Abydos he imprisoned me because of 1 dyer’s stone
which [4] they found stolen in the hand of the merchants. Finally, Seha and Hor, servants
of Anani, intervened with Vidranga [5] and Hornufi, with the help of the God of Heaven
(8'nw 15R), until they rescued me.

This text refers to a conflict and imprisonment and 87w 19& comes to the aid of the writer. This
epithet occurs an additional 5 times in the Jedaniah archive, but only once elsewhere.'?’
A4.7, 2 uses the epithet in the address to the Judean governor: “May the God of Heaven

(R'nw 19R) seek after the welfare of our lord [i.e., Bagohi] abundantly at all times.”'*®

A4.7, 4-6 recounts the events leading up to the destruction of the temple of YHW:

27 A3.6, 1, “May the God of Heaven (X'nw 1[5R]) seek your welfare at all times...” The context of this
letter is fragmentary, but it appears to be from one brother to another expressing sympathy.

"2 This is the letter from Jedaniah to Bagohi (governor of Judah), dating to November 25, 407 BCE. A
copy of this letter was also sent to Delaiah and Shelemiah (sons of Sanballat governor of Samaria), who were
presumably the temple authorities of Mt. Gerizim. The epithet 8w 19 is partially preserved in the second draft of
A4.7 (i.e., A4.8 lines 2 and 27). A4.9, 3—4 provides a seventh occurrence in the (“Memorandum of [what] Bagohi
and Delaiah said....”).
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In the month of Tammuz, year 14 of King Darius, when Arsames [5] had departed and
gone to the king, the priests of Khnub the god who are in Yeb the fortress, in agreement
with Vidranga who was Chief here, (said), [6] saying, “Let them remove from there the
Temple of YHW the God (X5& 1737 T 871aR) which is in Yeb the fortress.

Jedaniah argues in lines 14—15 that the Elephantine Temple once held prominence by referring to

an earlier event in which Cambyses destroyed all other temples except the one at Elephantine:

And they overthrew the temples of the gods of Egypt (72 *19R), all (of them), but one
did not damage anything in that Temple. And when this had been done, we with our
wives and our children were wearing sackcloth and fasting and praying to YHW the Lord
of Heaven (X'nW &1 171"H).

Jedaniah seeks to demonstrate the legitimacy of the Elephantine Temple by highlighting its

previous protection under 81w &1 (“YHW Lord of Heaven”). This is the only use of this

129
1.

epithet in the Elephantine material. “” In lines 25-28, Jedaniah makes a final pitch for aid,

obligating the Elephantine community to all who help rebuild the Elephantine Temple:

And they [i.e., Elephantine priests] will offer the meal-offering and the incense, and the
holocaust [26] on the altar of YHW the God (879% 177" in your name and we shall pray
for you at all times—we and our wives and our children and the Jews, [27] all who are
here. If they do thus until that Temple be (re)built, you will have a merit before YHW the
God of [28] Heaven (XW nH& 17 ©Tp 79 Mi* ApTY) more than a person who offers him
holocaust and sacrifices...

In the context of this reciprocal arrangement, Jedaniah uses the epithet 87w 15& 1. He seems
to associate this epithet with the bold claim that there will be npT¥ (“merit, righteousness™)

before the deity for the person who helps to rebuild the Temple, more than the npT¥ achieved

122 Xmw 877 occurs in Daniel (5:23) and the Genesis Apocryphon (1Q20 7.7; 12.17; 22.16, 21). The title
81 is used 84 times in the Elephantine texts, but usually not with reference to the Jewish deity. For example, the
combined title {25m &1 (“lord of kings”) is used of Pharaoh (A1.6). Generally, the referent is a human “lord” or

“master.” Most uses are found in forms of address with a pronominal suffix as in *®31 (“my lord”) or ;871 (“our
lord”).
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through sacrifices."” Jedaniah notarizes the striking offer of npT¥ by stating that it will be
acquired before “YHW the God of Heaven.”
A4.9 (“Memorandum”) records the response to Jedaniah’s request for aid by Bagohi and
Delaiah, the governors of Judea and Samaria:
INR POT MR 7
{{TP}} N rna 15 M 0o oy

{{raw}} A58 1 RM2TA A Sy owak 0Tp
n12 RN 22T RNDWY

Memorandum of what Bagohi and Delaiah said

to me, saying: Memorandum: You may say in Egypt (ERASURE: “bef”)
before Arsames about the Altar—house of the God of (ERASURE: “Heav”)"*!
Heaven which in Elephantine the fortress built...

In this 1121, the governors Bagohi and Delaiah refer to the deity as 8w 198 “God of Heaven,”
which parallels the use of 'MW in Jedaniah’s letter. But one thing is missing—the divine name.
In their return letter, they omit (avoid?) the divine name 7, in contrast to its frequent use of
Jedaniah’s request for aid (A4.7). It is difficult to know if anything can be made of this detail, or
even if this memorandum represents the precise wording of Bagohi and Delaiah. On the one
hand, it is intriguing that the divine name is prevalent in the letter from Elephantine to Yehud
and Shomron, but not found in the return letter to Elephantine. There seems to be no indication
that the scribes of Elephantine would have omitted the divine name. But even if the wording in
the memorandum from Bagohi and Delaiah is verbatim, there is no way to discern whether the

omission of the divine name was intentional or not.

" The relationship between the content of the Jedaniah letter and the frequent use of 8w deserves more

attention. Jedaniah may have sought common ground with the Judean community through the use of 80w, or
perhaps this epithet was the conventional way of referring to the God in the context of international diplomacy.

! These erasures pertain to the physical formatting of the memorandum and are not specific to the textual
content.
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2.1.6 Summary of the Divine Name(s) at Elephantine

The ostraca and papyri collections account for nearly all uses of the Jewish deity’s name
at Elephantine. Four additional documents from Elephantine, outside the collections above, use
the divine name—a private letter, an oath text, a collection account, and an unclassified papyrus
fragment—but these reflect similar settings and themes encountered in the primary collections.'*?
Many texts in the ostraca, Mibtahiah, and Anani archives use the divine name with reference to
property boundaries, daily tasks, or in formulaic blessings, greetings, farewells, and curses. The
Jedaniah archive, however, contains distinctive divine epithets that are correlated with important
events in the community’s history. 87w 158 and 8w 870, for example, occur in the request
for aid to rebuild the Elephantine Temple. Moreover, the divine name occurs with various
spellings: 1°, 77", and ¥1°. Because these forms derive, in some cases, from the same scribe, their
differences do not appear to be significant in the scribal milieu at Elephantine. In summary, the
Elephantine texts show active written and spoken use of the divine name throughout the fifth
century BCE, in Upper Egypt, and in their diplomatic efforts abroad.
2.1.7 Papyrus Amherst 63

P. Amh 63 dates to the late fourth or early third century BCE and contains twenty-one
columns (422 lines total) of Aramaic/Egyptian prayers and psalms that have extensive Near
Eastern parallels. The papyrus is twelve feet long and written on both sides in Demotic script.
Steiner describes the papyrus as a poetic “liturgy of the New Year’s festival of an Aramaic-

speaking community in Upper Egypt, perhaps in Syene.”'** He speculates that this community

"2 See A3.3, 1;B7.1,4; C3.15, 1, 126; D4.9, 1-2.

'3 He continues that “[i]t seems to have been dictated by a priest of the community, possibly at the
beginning of the third century BCE, to an Egyptian scribe trained in the fourth century BCE.” See Richard C.
Steiner, “The Aramaic Text in Demotic Script (1.99),” in The Context of Scripture I: Canonical Compositions from
the Biblical World (ed. William W. Hallo and K. Lawson Younger; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 310. See also Steiner and
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was deported from Babylonia to Bethel by the Assyrians, where they picked up the worship of

YHWH before migrating to Egypt. This would account for how a passage strikingly similar to Ps

20 ended up in P. Amh 63."* In column XI, the short form of the divine name is syncretized as

“Horus-YHW.” The parallels with Ps 20:2—7 are in the right column:

P. Amh 63 col. X1, 11-19

Ps 20:2-7 (MT)

May Horus answer us in our troubles
May Adonai answer us in our troubles
O crescent (lit. bow) / bowman

in heaven,

Sahar / shine forth;

and from Zephon may Horus help us.
May Horus fulfill —

may Adonai not fall short in satisfying —
every request of our hearts.

Some with the bow, some with the spear;
But (lit., behold) as for us— Mar is our god;
Horus-Yaho, our bull, is with us.

May the lord of Bethel answer us

on the morrow.

May Baal of Heaven, Mar

grant a blessing / bless you;

to your pious ones your blessings.

send your emissary from the temple of Arash,

May YHWH answer you in time of trouble.

May the name of the God of Jacob keep you out of
harm’s reach.

May he send you(r) help from the sanctuary

and from Zion may he sustain you.

May he accept the reminders of your meal offerings
and accept the fatness of your burnt offerings.

May he grant you your heart’s desire and may he
fulfill your every plan

May we shout for joy at your victory and in the name
of our God raise our banners.

May YHWH fulfill all your requests.

Now I know that YHWH will give victory to his
anointed...

Scholars continue to debate the overlaps between P. Amh 63 column XI and Ps 20,"* including

the direction of influence, the singular versus plural pronouns, and the “name theology”'*® of Ps

Nims, “A Paganized Version of Ps 20:2—6 from the Aramaic Text in Demotic Script,” JAOS 103 (1983): 261-274.
With regard to all known papyri, they mention that the Genesis Apocryphon is a “close second,” in terms of length.

3% Column XII also contains words and themes reminiscent of Northern Israelite worship, especially the
cult of Jeroboam at Bethel.

13 See especially Karel van der Toorn, “Psalm 20 and Amherst Papyrus 63, XII, 11-19: A Case Study of a
Text in Transit,” in Le-ma ‘an Ziony, 244-61; Sven P. Vleeming and Jan-Wim Wesselius, Studies in Papyrus
Ambherst 63: Essays on the Aramaic texts in Aramaic/Demotic Papyrus Amherst 63 (Vol. 1, 1I; Juda Plache Instituut:
Amsterdam 1985, 1990); Jan Wim Wesselius, “Aramiische Gebete 1. Gebete aus dem demotisch—araméischen
Papyrus Ambherst 63,” in Texte aus der Umwelt des Alten Testaments (ed. Otto Kaiser, et al.; TUAT; Bd. 2:
Religiose Texte; Giitersloher Verlagshaus Mohn, Giitersloh 1991), 930-935; Steiner, “The Aramaic Text,” 309-27.

13 See David M. Carr, Formation of The Hebrew Bible: A New Reconstruction (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2011), 396: “Pap Amherst may represent a de-royalized (and Aramaized) form of what was
originally a Hebrew royal psalm. Yet not all aspects of Pap Amherst may be later than their counterparts in Psalm
20. Pap Ambherst may preserve a form of the psalm before the name theology in Ps 20:2, 6, 8, and perhaps the
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20 compared to the plethora of divine designations in P. Amh 63, Horus, Mar, El, El Bethel, Baal
of Heaven, Adonai,"’ and Horus-YHW."*® Important for the current study, is the use of the
Aramaic form of the divine name, which appears in apposition to Horus, a chief Egyptian deity.
Horus clearly parallels YHWH in the corresponding verses of Ps 20 (e.g., Ps 20:2, 5, 6), which
may have been facilitated by the notion of Horus as the sky-king god.

The use of the divine name in P. Amh 63 is analogous to the Elephantine material in that
other deities are mentioned in tandem with YHW, particularly in formulaic expressions,">” and in
one example combined with another deity: “Anat-YHW.”'*” At the same time, however, the
Aramaic-speaking community that used P. Amh 63 does not explicitly identify themselves as
yehudin. In summary, this document represents a continuation of the divine name in speech and
writing, into the fourth or early third century BCE, in Upper Egypt.

2.1.8 Idumean ‘House of YHW’ Ostracon
Among some two thousand Aramaic ostraca from Idumea, the divine name 17" occurs

once.'*! The so-called “House of YHW” ostracon contains references to three ancient cult sites, a

petition about sacrifice (Ps 20:4) were added.”

57 For further discussion of Adonai see Steiner and Nims, “A Paganized Version,” 265; Fitzmyer, 4
Wandering Aramean (SBL Monograph Series 16, 1979), 135.

"% There is debate over whether the final w represents the divine determinative, an ancient scribal notation
that occurs with a divine title or name, as with “Horus” in the present text, or if it simply represents the waw of the
divine name itself.

9 E g, TAD D7.21, 3: “I blessed you by YHH and Khnum (21in% nmb Tna73).”

"0 TAD B7.3. See Karel van der Toorn, “Anat—Yahu, Some Other Deities, and the Jews of Elephantine,”
Numen 39 (1992): 80—101. For further discussion of the polytheistic nature of P. Amh 63, see Nims and Steiner, “A
Paganized Version of Psa 20,” 272: “Were the Jews of Edfu as polytheistic or syncretistic in their beliefs as those of
Patros had been in the Babylonian period (cf. Jer 44:15-29) and as those of Elephantine had been in the Persian
period (cf. Dupont-Sommer, 1945; Kraeling, 1953:84-8; Porten, 1968:173-9)? Did they themselves replace the
psalm’s references to the God of Israel with references to the Egyptian god Horus, possibly as the result of a
syncretistic fusion of the two? Or was the substitution made after the prayer left their hands, by Aramean pagans
who wished to adapt the prayer for use in the cult of Horus (cf. Tigay 1976:376-7)? These are questions for which
we have no answer at the moment.”

'*! The Idumean Ostraca comprise a diverse collection of about 2,004 known ostraca from 30 different
collections around the world. About 913 of the ostraca are published, and only about 350 are provenanced. The latter
were unearthed during excavations at 33 sites, mostly from Arad and Beersheba. For further description, see Porten

56



Ph.D. Thesis — A. Meyer; McMaster University — Religious Studies

field, a marshland, and two tombs. There is general agreement that the ostracon is from
Makkedah/Khirbet El-Qom, northern Idumea, just south of the post-exilic borders of Yehud.'**

André Lemaire has translated the ostracon as follows,'*

The hill/ruin that is below [the house of] 'Uzza 81 11 nnn T RSN
and the strip/rope of the house of YHW. N
the marshland of Zabi, 'the terrace of the terquth tree, R332 *T RT'9N Y2TT
the wasted (field) of Sa'ad/ru, the tomb of Gilgoul, . s i
153 982 19h R9a
(the) pool of the house of Nabu, S5 i
the tomb of Yinqom. 193 2T pRY
opI 992

Very little is known about these sites and their contexts, but Lemaire suggests that they may
constitute a list of fields that were not cultivated, or form part of a cadastre for taxing or registry
purposes.'** The 892'n (“strip/rope”) of the “house of YHW” may refer to the ruins of the
temple, and this is the sole piece of evidence for the existence of the cult of the Jewish deity in
Idumea during the Achaemenid period.'* Regarding the use of "2 and the parallel reference to
the deities, Lemaire suggests that “both are referring to temples: the Temple of the Arabic deity

‘Uzza, well known in Lihyanite, Thamudic, and Nabatean inscriptions, and the Temple of Yaho,

and Yardeni, Textbook of Aramaic Ostraca from Idumea (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2014), XV; idem.,
“Social, Economic, and Onomastic Issues in the Aramaic Ostraca of the Fourth Century B.C.E.,” in Judah and the
Judeans in the Persian Period (ed. Oded Lipschitz and Manfred Oeming; Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2006),
457-58.

142 Regarding provenance, André Lemaire notes that “Makkedah appears at least 25 times in these ostraca,
and the identification of Khirbet el-Kom with Makkedah is generally accepted today (Dorsey 1980; de Vos 2003:
402-3,406,411-14).” See Lemaire, “New Aramaic Ostraca from Idumea and Their Historical Interpretation,” in
Judah and the Judeans in the Persian period, 414; ibid., Nouvelles inscriptions araméennes d ‘[dumée, Tome II
(Transeuphraténe Supplement 9. Paris, 2002), pl. XLVIII n. 283.

3 Lemaire, Nouvelles, 149-50; ibid., “New Aramaic Ostraca,” 413—56. An image of the ostracon (without
commentary) is found in Bezalel Porten and Ada Yardeni, TAOI, H1.1; ISAP 1283 [JA107].

144 Lemaire, “Nouveau Temple de Yaho (IVE S. AV.J.—C.),” 270. He also writes that “[t]he great number
of Aramaic ostraca and their dating scheme make clearer and clearer that they are somehow connected with
Achaemenid administration. Most of the ostraca probably record taxes in kind (barley, wheat, oil, and so on), and it
is no surprise that quantities of barley, wheat, and oil were, at the time of the harvesting of each crop, entering the
storerooms of Makkedah.” See Lemaire, “New Aramaic Ostraca,” 414.

5 Lemaire, Nouvelles, 40.
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»146 1 emaire also

also known during this period at Elephantine, Jerusalem, and Mount Gerizim.
notes that,
[u]nfortunately we have no information about the kind of cult that was practiced in the
Idumean temple. What we can underline is the fact that it is no longer possible to speak

about the Yahwistic cult during the Persian Period by taking into account only the
Temple of Jerusalem.

The closest analogy for the use of the divine name in Idumea is its use at Elephantine, where
multiple temples coexisted with the YHW temple on the island.'*’ In the case of the Idumean
YHW worshippers, we might suspect syncretistic worship given the long history of diverse
ethnic groups in this region. The occurrence of the divine name on the Ostracon provides
evidence for the YHW temple in Idumea, more specifically Khirbet EI-Qom, but also evidence
that the name was known and used at the administrative levels during the fourth century BCE.
One might posit continuity with the earlier Iron Age inscriptions with the name YHWH from the
same locale.'**
2.1.9 British Museum Drachm

The British Museum Drachm (BM Drachm) is addressed here because recent arguments

are in favor of reading “YHW?” as the coin’s inscription rather than “YHD” as traditionally

146 Lemaire notes that “[tJhe coexistence of these temples...is also evidence of the mixed ethnicities and

religions characteristic of the Idumean province during the fourth century BCE.”

47B2.7, 13-15: “...below it is the Temple of YHH (the) God...west of it is the house of Harwodj son of
Paltu, priest of H°[°]° the god.”

'8 William G. Dever, “Iron Age Epigraphic Material from the Area of Khirbet el-Qom,” HUCA 40/41
(1969-70): 158—69, 20001, Pls. VI:13; S. Mittman, “Die Grabinschrift der Sangers Urijahw,” ZDPV 97 (1981):
139-52; Lemaire, “Les inscriptions de Khirbet el-Qom et I’ Asherah de YHWH,” RB 84 (1977): 595-608; P. Kyle
McCarter, “Pieces of Puzzle,” BAR 22/2 (1996): 42; Meindert Djikstra, “I Have Blessed you by YHWH of Samaria
and his Asherah: Texts with Religious Elements from the Soil Archive of Ancient Israel,” in Only One God?
Monotheism in Ancient Israel and the Veneration of the Goddess Asherah (ed. Bob Becking; London: Sheffield
Academic Press, 2001), 32—4.
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interpreted.'* Michael Shenkar has most recently advocated for the reading “YHW.”"** Scholars
also debate the image of the bearded deity seated on a winged wheel.””' On the “reverse” there
are two letters above the hawk; the third letter is left of the deity’s head. Mildenberg and
Meshorer date the coin between 380-360 BCE."*

Obverse Reverse

© Trustees of the British Museum'™?

' For an overview of the consensus reading as YHD, see Ya‘akov Meshorer, "' :D™ 1m0 mpavn @R

N1212772 70 TV 018 N / Treasury of Jewish Coins: From the Persian Period to the Bar Kochba Revolt (trans.
Robert Amoils; Jerusalem: Yad ben—Zvi, 2001), 2—6. As a result of the complexities of this coin, he notes that “the
interest in this exceptional coin has exceeded the bounds of numismatic research, and scholars from various fields,
such as historians and theologians, have discussed it more extensively and rigorously than any other Jewish coin
before it.”

130 Michael Shenkar, “The Coin of the ‘God on the Winged Wheel’,” BOREAS—Miinstersche Beitrige zur
Archdologie 30/31 (2007/2008): 13-23. For original publication, see T. Combe, Veterum populorum et regum
numiqui in Museo Britannico adservantur (1814), 242, no. 5. pl. xiii 12.

5! For a list of proposals for the figure depicted on the coin, see Shenkar, “The Coin,” 15-17; T. Ornan, “A
Complex System of Religious Symbols: The Case of the Winged—disc in First—-Millennium Near Eastern Imagery,”
in Crafts and Images in Contact: Studies on Eastern Mediterranean Art of the First Millennium BCE (ed. C. E.
Suter; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2005), 212; Diana V. Edelman, “Tracking Observance of the Aniconic
Tradition through Numismatics,” in The Triumph of Elohim: From Yahwisms to Judaisms (ed. Diana V. Edelman;
Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1995), 190-94; and E. Blum, “Der ‘Schiqquz schomem’ und die Jehud Drachme BMC
Palestine S. 181, Nr 29,” Biblische Notizen 90 (1997): 13-27. L. Mildenberg suggested that the figure is not the
Jewish God but “a composite creature, a highly syncretistic image formed from most heterogenous elements...not a
specific god, but a general conception of deity comprehensible to many people in the western part of the Persian
Empire.” See Mildenberg, “Yehud: A Preliminary Study of the Provincial Coinage of Judea,” in Greek Numismatics
and Archaeology: Essays in Honor of Margaret Thompson (ed. O. Merkholm and N. M. Waggoner; Wetteren: NR,
1979), 183-96. In addition to the bearded deity, there is a smaller, even more puzzling depiction of a masked face on
the coin. “The grotesque bearded face/mask in the lower right corner is probably the most enigmatic detail of the
composition. Scholars have argued that it could be an image of the Egyptian god Bes, of Penuel, ‘The Face of God’,
or of Silenus. However, there is as yet no satisfactory and acceptable identification.” See Shenkar, “The Coin,” 21.

152 Mildenberg, “Yehud,” 184-85; Meshorer, Treasury of Jewish Coins, 5.

133 http://www.bmimages.com/results.asp?image=00275252001. See British Museum website for the
description of the coin. Note that under “Inscription Content” they give the transcription 171* (“YHW”) but
transliterate “YHD.” This discrepancy may be an accidental graphical error.
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G. F. Hill generated a consensus reading “YHW” in 1914. Sukenik later suggested that the coin
reads “YHD,” and is instead the first Yehud coin.'** Everyone agrees that the first two letters
read yod and heh, but the third is contested, either waw or dalet. To gain perspective on the
debate over the final letter, I present below two Yehud coins from approximately the same period

below:

Meshorer 15 Meshorer 29

The paleo-Hebrew dalet of these coins typically has a top that resembles the “less-than”
inequality symbol (<), which extends left from the vertical stem of the dalet, giving the
impression of a horizontal bar and a faint line connecting back to the stem. When comparing this
to the BM Drachm, in contrast, the third letter looks nothing like the paleo-Hebrew dalet of the
Yehud coins:

BM Drachm

N,

134 See Hill, Catalogue of the Greek Coins of Palestine in the British Museum (1914) xxxvi-lxxxvii, 189 n.
29; E. L. Sukenik, “Paralipomena Palaestinensia I: The Oldest Coins of Judea,” Journal of the Palestine Oriental
Society 14 (1934): 178-182, pl. I-11. Sukenik was followed by P. Vincent, “Les épigraphes judéo—araméennes
postexiliques,” RB 56 (1949): 280; and M. Delcor, “Des diverses Maniéres,” 167.
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From other sources we know that the paleo-Hebrew waw resembles a vertical stem with a subtle
“u” shaped top, not the horizontal bar typical of the YHD coins above. The third letter in the BM
Drachm resembles the subtle paleo-Hebrew “u” shape much more closely than the features of the
dalet from the YHD coins. Even with this notable break from standard YHD coins of the period,
scholars have explained the divergence in various ways. Frank M. Cross, for example, describes
the third letter as following the “archaic Aramaic lapidary script,” suggesting it shares features
with scripts from documents of the fifth century BCE.'”

Recently, Haim Gitler and Oren Tal prefer “YHW” but leave the question open.'*® The
analysis of Gitler and Tal marks a partial return to Hill’s original position. Shenkar reassesses the
evidence again and suggests that the drachm “...by weight, chemical composition and

99157

iconography, is much closer to Samarian coinage than to any other...” ”" and further suggests that

deity seated on the winged wheel may be “Samarian Yahweh.” Shenkar concludes with this
reflection:

The riddles of this unique coin could be ultimately solved only by the inscription. If the
reading “YHD’ is accepted, the BM drachm would be a unique image of the God of
Israel, and, despite its obvious divergence from the known “YHD’ coinage, was minted in
Jerusalem or in Philistia (Gaza) for Judea. But if the inscription reads ‘YHW?’, an
attribution to the Samarian mint is plausible. In that case, it is an equally unique attempt
to depict a Samarian Yahweh.'®

135 Cross, “Seals from Judah,” Eretz Israel 9 (1969): 23.

'3 They argue for relocating the minting of the coin to Philistia, contra Sukenik and Mildenberg who
argued for Judea. See H. Gitler and O. Tal, The Coinage of Philistia of the Fifth and Fourth Centuries BC. A Study
of the Earliest Coins of Palestine (New York: Amphora Books, 2006), 230.

157 Shenkar, “The Coin,” 22.

5% Shenkar, “The Coin,” 22. One statement in Shenkar’s article needs correction. In fn. 83, he mentions
that an “ostracon with the inscription “YHW” in New Jewish script” was discovered during the excavation of Mount
Gerizim. He refers specifically to no. 383. Shenkar mentions this inscription as decisive evidence for his proposal
that the BM coin derives from Samaria by claiming that the spelling on the drachm is identical to the spelling of the
divine name at Mt. Gerizim. His statement, however, is misleading. Inscription no. 383 does not read “YHW,” but
actually contains the Tetragrammaton (YHWH) in paleo-Hebrew. For further discussion, see no. 383 below.

61



Ph.D. Thesis — A. Meyer; McMaster University — Religious Studies

The interpretation of the inscription certainly holds implications for understanding the bearded
figure, but if “YHW?” is accepted this would not necessarily make an attribution to a “Samarian
Yahweh” more plausible. In other words, “YHD” would limit the interpretation of the bearded
figure, but “YHW?” could equally depict a Samarian or Judean “Yahweh.” At any rate, Hill,
Gitler, Tal, and Shenkar consider this coin more likely to contain the divine name YHW than the
reading YHD. Based on the comparison of the paleographic features of the BM Drachm with
contemporary YHD coins, I am inclined to agree with the trend towards reading “YHW.” If this
is correct, it would offer numismatic evidence for the use of the divine name, either in Judea or

159 While we do not know on what scale this coin was

Samaria, from the Persian period.
produced, the administrative and industrial infrastructure required for coin production would
seem to presuppose widespread acceptance of writing and speaking the divine name.

In summary, each Aramaic source explicitly refers to the God of Israel, but the diversity
of socio-religious background behind these sources is important. The community of the
Elephantine material, for example, refer to themselves as both Jews and Arameans, and they
invoke other deities in addition to the God of Israel.'® The situation of P. Amh 63 is more

complex; the current form of the papyrus points to liturgical use among non-Jews, who invoked a

range of deities including Horus-YHW. The Idumean ostracon is a documentary text that

"% We have no idea how many coins of this type may have been minted, but the iconography on the coin

may help to situate it historically. A depiction of the deity would have been atypical for the aniconic beliefs that
develop in Judea from the second century BCE onwards. The lack of anthropomorphic imagery on Hasmonean coins
is a good example. Note the use of an anchor and a lily on a coin of Alexander Janneus, but no deities, humans, or
animals. See Meshorer, Treasury of Jewish Coins, 37.

10°See TAD B2 1:2; van der Toorn, “Anat-Yahu,” 80—101; Bob Becking, “Die Gottheiten der Juden in
Elephantine,” in Der eine Gott und die Gotter: Polytheismus und Monotheismus im antiken Israel (ed. M. Oeming
and K. Schmid; AThANT 82; Zurich: Theologischer Verlag, 2003), 203—26; Dupont-Sommer, “Le syncretisme
religieux des juifs d’Eléphantine,” 23.
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mentions the “Temple of YHW? but also refers to the adjacent temples of other deities. The BM
Drachm may contain a “highly syncretistic” representation of the deity YHW, the provenance of

which could be either Philistia, Samaria, or Judea.'®"'

2.2 The Use and Non-use of the Divine Name in the Mount Gerizim Inscriptions, Ezra, and

Daniel

The Aramaic evidence we consider next stands apart from the evidence above in three
ways. First, the divine name in the Aramaic evidence from Mt. Gerizim, Ezra, and Daniel is
consistently avoided. Second, these sources contain immediate comparative Hebrew evidence in
which the Tetragrammaton is used. For Ezra and Daniel, the context is literary; for the Mt.
Gerizim inscriptions it is epigraphic. Third, this Aramaic material appears to share the belief that
only the God of Israel should be acknowledged. Although the Mt. Gerizim inscriptions are

slightly more ambiguous, they do not mention any other deities.

2.2.1 Mount Gerizim Inscriptions

Excavations over the last couple decades on Mt. Gerizim, modern Nablus, have
unearthed about 390 dedicatory and votive inscriptions that commemorate offerings to the
Samarian Temple that once stood there. The Temple was destroyed by the Hasmonean king John

Hyrcanus around 112—111 BCE. The inscriptions date roughly between 200—168 BCE.'*> Most

1! For discussion of the depiction of the deity as Zeus, see Edelman, “Tracking Observance of the

Aniconic Tradition through Numismatics,” 190—4.

12 Jan Dusek dates the majority between the 5th and 6th Syrian war (i.e., ca. 200-168 BCE); See, Dusek,
Aramaic and Hebrew Inscriptions from Mt. Gerizim and Samaria between Antiochus Il the Great and Antiochus IV
Epiphanes (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 59. He suggests that the Aramaic inscriptions were probably carved under the rule
of Antiochus III, in the context of the rebuilding of the sacred precinct. Similarly, in the editio princeps, Magen and
others date most of the inscriptions to the Hellenistic period (late 31 early o century BCE); Y. Magen, H. Misgav,
L. Tsfania, Mount Gerizim Excavations Volume 1: The Aramaic, Hebrew, and Samaritan Inscriptions (Judea and
Samaria Publications 2; Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authorities, 2004), 41. They also note that “some may belong
to the earliest period of the sacred precinct (fifth—fourth centuries BCE),” 14. Moreover, the inscriptions were found
inside the city’s Hellenistic period sacred precinct. Only one inscription was discovered in situ due to the multiple
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are in Aramaic, but nine are in Hebrew.'® Two of the nine Hebrew inscriptions are written in the
square script, while seven are inscribed in paleo-Hebrew. The two square script Hebrew
inscriptions overlap in content with the general dedicatory Aramaic inscriptions, while the paleo-
Hebrew inscriptions contain distinctive priestly terminology.

The Aramaic inscriptions refer to God as 89R, as found in the repeated expression
“before the God in this place” (727 XInR2 85K 27P). The Hebrew inscriptions, on the other
hand, contain 178, 0719R,'** and the Tetragrammaton. The Tetragrammaton occurs twice: once

in a paleo-Hebrew inscription, and once on a silver ring in the square-Aramaic script that was

found at the site.'®

I present the evidence for both Aramaic and Hebrew inscriptions in the table
below for comparative purposes. I then discuss a few key examples.

2.2.1 Mt. Gerizim Divine Designations

Designation Reference Language Script Frequency
P17 RINRA ROOR 0T (147, 149, 152,154, Aramaic Cursive 8x
155,162, 190, 191
R]ORT 213 Aramaic Cursive 1x
] RAOR 200 Aramaic Monumental 1x
11 8A[58 TP 172 Aramaic Monumental 1x

destructions of the city and sanctuary, first by John Hyrcanus and again by Zenon in 484 CE.

163 Magen, Misgav, Tsfania, Mount Gerizim. Greek and Samaritan inscriptions have also been found, but
these generally date to later periods. See Magen, et al., “The Samaritan Script,” in Mount Gerizim Inscriptions
[catalogue nos. 395-396]; Esther and Hanan Eshel, “Dating the Samaritan Pentateuch’s Compilation in Light of the
Qumran Biblical Scrolls,” in Emanuel: Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of
Emanuel Tov (ed. Shalom M. Paul, et al.; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 222-227; Ingrid Hjelm, “Mt. Gerizim and Samaritans
in Recent Research,” in Samaritans: Past and Present (ed. Menachem Mor and Friedrich V. Reiterer; Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2010), 25-44.

1% Magen reconstructs no. 387 as follows: 1t D1pan 029K 18% 210 p1]a1[%]. The use of DOR is
probably accurate because this is a paleo-Hebrew inscription.

1% Scholars differ in how they refer to the scripts used at Mt. Gerizim. The current study follows the terms
used by Jan Dusek. In the edition princeps, Magen uses “Neo-Hebrew” instead of the more common term “paleo-
Hebrew.” He also distinguishes between two Aramaic scripts: ‘lapidary’ and ‘proto-Jewish’ (Magen, 36—40). Dusek
finds these inappropriate as (1) all of these inscriptions are “lapidary” by definition (i.e., carved in stone) and (2)
“proto-Jewish” is unsuitable for inscriptions that come from Samaria (i.e., not associated with Judea). Regarding the
latter, he writes, “From a paleographic point of view, this style of Aramaic script is a direct descendant of the
official Aramaic cursive used in the Persian period, and we will call it simply ‘cursive script’ which was in use in
the southern Levant in the Hellenistic period” (5). Thus, for the two types of Aramaic scripts (“lapidary” and
“proto—Jewish”), he proposes the alternatives “monumental” and “cursive script” respectively.
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WTpNa T[N 185 150 Hebrew Cursive 1x
I)TIR PTP | 151 Hebrew(?) Cursive 1x

15 mn? 383 Hebrew paleo-Hebrew 1x

TR M 391 Hebrew Cursive Ix
JAOR[ 387 Hebrew paleo-Hebrew 1x

No. 147 is the best preserved example of an Aramaic inscription:
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Dalayah son of Shim‘on offered [this] stone for himself and his sons for
good remembrance before God in this place.

The prepositional phrase 8198 7P here appears to have a locative meaning, referring to the

actual location of the offering in relation to the deity at the Mt. Gerizim Temple, rather than a

1% In this phrase, Magen sees a

figurative meaning intended to show respect to kings and deities.
parallel with the biblical M 1185 (“before YHWH”). He observes that min» 2385 is used in the
Bible for the place where the Ark of the Covenant was located and where sacrifices could be

brought, such as the Temple or the Tabernacle (e.g., Lev 4:4).'®” Magen even refers to X798 0P

as a “translation” of the Hebrew i 2185. Perhaps “translation” is not the best way to describe

1% For an insightful study on the possible figurative meaning of the preposition 07p/385 used in a

deferential sense, see Jan Joosten, “L'araméen de Qumran entre I’araméen d’empire et les Targumim: L’emploi de la
préposition ‘devant’ pour exprimer le respect dii au roi et a Dieu,” in Aramaica Qumranica: Proceedings of the
Conference on the Aramaic Texts from Qumran in Aix—en—Provence, 30 June—2 July 2008 (ed. by K. Berthelot, D.
Stokl Ben Ezra; STDJ 94; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 84-85: “La préposition 07p refléte un style particulier qui vise a
créer une distance entre les actions humaines et le roi...Ce trait stylistique n’est probablement pas I’invention des
auteurs bibliques. Comme 1’a reconnu Sebastian Brock, des tournures analogues se rencontrent dans I’araméen
d’empire.” Thus the biblical phrase M 2139, by the late Second Temple period, may have been read in light of the
deferential “langage de la cour” related to the use of the Aramaic preposition 07p, as found in the Official Aramaic
of Ezra and Daniel.

167 Magen, et al., Gerizim 11, 19.
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this relationship, but the similarity in theme and formulaic expression of these phrases invites
comparison. This suggests that 8719% may have been viewed as a replacement for M. A glance
at the entire collection of inscriptions, more broadly, shows a clear distinction between Aramaic
and Hebrew divine name practices. This underscores the intentionality of avoiding the divine
name in the Aramaic inscriptions.

No. 150 is a Hebrew inscription. The third lines reads, wTpna 37[& 2185]. Magen
observes that the expression here is identical to the Aramaic 737 R7INR2 8798 DTP except that
“the Hebrew writer preferred replacing the general concepts with explicit names: "17R ‘the Lord’
instead of 88 ‘God,” and wTpna ‘in the temple’ instead of 737 RINNA “in this place.”'® We do
not know if the Hebrew texts were inscribed with the Aramaic in mind, or vice versa, but
Magen’s point remains valid—the Hebrew terms are specific while the Aramaic terms are
general and could theoretically have been inscribed at any Aramaic-speaking cult site. This
example shows at least two types of replacements of the Tetragrammaton. The Hebrew use of
1178, and the Aramaic use of RON.

No. 151 contains the phrase [-- 23]TR 27p [ -- ]. If the reconstruction of *JTR is accurate,
this would appear to be a Hebrew inscription. *3TX does not occur in the Aramaic inscriptions,
but importantly, the preposition 177 is featured in the Aramaic formulae. There are no
inscriptions that actually preserve the use of *19%, so comparison in this regard is not possible.
Magen considered no. 151 to be a Hebrew inscription with a mixed formula because “[i]n none
of the Mt. Gerizim inscriptions, and, in fact, in none of any of the known Jewish inscriptions

from any site, does the epithet 2178 appear in an Aramaic text.” This is true for Mt. Gerizim, but

1% See Magen, et al., Gerizim II, 30.
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may be an overstatement because we find the use of Adonai in columns XI and XII of P. Amh
63, the Aramaic text in demotic script.'”” This may be one reason to question Magen’s view that
this is a Hebrew inscription with a “mixed” formula. The use of "37RX, nonetheless, in the absence
of any further extant comparative material at Mt. Gerizim, seems to suggest that this inscription
is Hebrew. If correct, then inscription no. 151 would provide evidence for the replacement of the
Tetragrammaton with "JTR.

No. 383 is a Hebrew inscription with the Tetragrammaton in the paleo-Hebrew script.'”

Image from Magen, Mount Gerizim Inscriptions, no. 383.

[...Jhool...] [...] oon[...]
[..]YHWHI[..]""! [.]5 mrdf..]

This is the single occurrence of the Tetragrammaton among the Mt. Gerizim inscriptions. Magen,
Gudme, and Dusek all consider the Tetragrammaton to be used in a priestly context because of
the concentration of other priestly terms, such as 01772 and ©n13, in the paleo-Hebrew
inscriptions.'”” Magen summarizes the larger picture as follows:

In inscriptions using Aramaic scripts, God is referred to as 8719% ‘the God,’ but in

inscriptions whose language is Hebrew, the terminology "17& ‘the Lord’, is employed
(nos. 150—-151). The discussion of the latter inscriptions indicates a seeming hierarchical

1% One could argue that P. Amh 63 is not Jewish, but the cluster of uses of Adonai seem to reflect at least
an earlier Israelite/Jewish source behind the present form of columns XI and XII.

7" For comparative purposes, the waw of the Tetragrammaton here shows much closer resemblance to the
third letter in the BM Drachm, with the small “u” shaped top of the waw, in contrast to the horizontal cross bar of
the dalet in other YHD coins from the fourth century BCE.

i Magen, et al., 2004, 254; Naveh and Magen 1997; Magen, Tsfania, Misgav, 2000, 125-132; Dusek, Mz.
Gerizim, 55.

172 See Anne Gudme, Before the God in this Place for Good Remembrance: A Comparative Analysis of the
Aramaic Votive Inscriptions from Mount Gerizim (BZAW 441; Boston: de Gruyter, 2013).
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usage of different names of God. The priests used the Hebrew language and script, and
were the only ones to use the Tetragrammaton, a practice that had fallen into disuse
among the other strata of society.'”

This summary offers an intriguing proposal for the divine name practices at Mt. Gerizim, but it
must be admitted that the evidence is fragmentary. As it relates to the Tetragrammaton, for
example, the idea that only priests used it is based largely on this single occurrence.

Another possible use of the divine name deserves to be mentioned. It was classified as a
“Special Find” by Magen. No. 391 is a silver ring discovered at Mt. Gerizim that appears to

contain the phrase TnX M (“YHWH [is] one”) in the third line:

Image from Magen 2008, Plate XVII.
The two additional lines of text, above and below the pillar—like image, have not been
deciphered. Magen considers the script of the Tetragrammaton to postdate the other inscriptions
from the site.'””

Overall, the divine name practices at Mt. Gerizim appear to be consistent with the
language employed, Aramaic or Hebrew. An additional complexity involves the use of the paleo-
Hebrew 