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PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY 

This Study arose from the following post addressed to me on 12 October 2010 by a Watchtower 
apologist: 

However what Doug Mason fell to bring out is that in 1995, George 
Howard released a book entitled: ñHebrew Gospel of Matthewò If Iôm 
right this book reffer to Shem-Tob Hebrew writting of the book of 
Matthew. 

If Iôm right, Shem-Tob use Godôs name in the book of Matthew 
several times. In Howards book on page 231, paragraph 2, Howard 
Qoute: ñThe occurenace of the Divine Name in Shem-Tobôs Matthew 
supports the conclusion I reached in an earlier study of the 
Tetragrammton in the New Testamentò 

What was Howard reffering to was in his footnote 112, page 231. In it 
consists the refferance to his writtings about Godôs name in the NT in 
1977 & 1978. 

So in another words, Howardôs was saying that his writtings in 1977 
and 1978 were NOT ñtheoryò or ñhypothesisò. It was a FACT!!! 
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The Jehovahôs Witness thus claimed that the actions by Shem-Tob support the actions taken by the 
Watchtower Society when it renders the name ñJehovahò in its translation of the New Testament 
(NT). The Watchtower apologist also claimed that Howardôs earlier writing was not theory or 
hypothesis, but was a fact. 

Since I was not aware of the book by George Howard, I offered to read it and respond with my 
findings. This Study is the outcome of my enquiry. 

On 1 November 2010, I wrote the following letter to Professor Howard: 

Professor Howard, 

A Jehovahôs Witness friend referred me to your book, ñHebrew 
Gospel of Matthewò. I managed to purchase a copy of your book, 
which I shall be reading with interest. 

My friend informs me that the information in your book provides 
evidence that the tetragram was removed from the New Testament, 
which means his Watchtower organization is thus fully justified in 
reinserting the Name ñJehovahò throughout its translation of the New 
Testament. 

I would like to know if you agree with my Jehovahôs Witness friend 
and with the Watchtowerôs actions. 

If it is convenient for you, please feel free to respond using my email 
address. 

Kind regards, 

Doug Mason 

In response, on 17 November 2010, Professor Howard replied to me by email  

Doug, I am not at all in agreement with the use (misuse) of my 
writings by the JWs. They have pestered me for years by using my 
material which meant nothing in regard to the Tetragram being used 
in the NT as they use it. On page 232 of my second edition I added a 
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sentence or two, without naming the Jehovah Witnesses, as a caveat 
to their blundering usage of the divine name: ñThe author of this text 
{meaning the Hebrew Matthew I found in the Medieval Hebrew 
treatise published by Shem Tob} was not a radical Christian, 
arbitrarily supplying his gospel with the Tetragrammaton. His attitude 
was one of awe and respect. In fact, his use of the Divine Name 
corresponds to the conservative practice found in the Septuagint and 
in the Dead Sea Scrolls.ò 

I have tried to correct the JWs for years and finally gave up. For one 
thing they wonôt answer a letter written to their headquarters. Iôve had 
enough of them. 

George 

Clearly, Professor Howard added that sentence to his book because he sees Jehovahôs Witnesses as 
ñradical Christiansò who ñarbitrarily supply the Tetragrammatonò. He objects to their ñblundering 
usage of the nameò, and he sees that they fail to display an attitude of ñawe and respectò towards the 
Divine Name. 
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HEBREW GOSPEL OF MATTHEW (GEORGE HOWARD, 1995) 

These are the words in Howardôs book that the Watchtower apologist referred to: 

The occurrence of the Divine Name in Shem-Tobôs Matthew supports 
the conclusions I reached in an earlier study of the Tetragrammaton in 
the New Testament. 

(Footnote: George Howard, ñThe Tetragram and the New 
Testament,ò JBL 96 (1977): 63-83; idem, ñThe Name of God in the 
New Testament,ò BAR 4 (1978): 12-14, 56; ñTetragrammaton in the 
New Testament,ò in ABD 6:392-93.) 

Howard is thus: 

Á Referring to the use of the Divine Name in the Hebrew version of Matthew by Shem-Tob. 

Á Saying that he finds Shem-Tobôs version supports his earlier conclusions in the Journal of 
Biblical Literature (JBL), Biblical Archaeology Review (BAR), and his article in the Anchor 
Bible Dictionary. 

ñREADING Aò of this Study provides the context of the sentence in Howardôs book that is cited by 
the Watchtower apologist. Relevant parts of these other contributions by Professor Howard are also 
provided in this Study. 

The following excerpts from George Howardôs book, Hebrew Gospel of Matthew dispels any idea 
that Shem-Tobôs Matthew or anything written by Professor Howard provides justification for the 
actions taken by the Watchtower: 

Shem-Tob's Matthew is a Christian text in Hebrew, appearing in a 
Jewish polemical treatise designed specifically to point out its errors 
and the general fallacies of Christianity. Yet the linguistic nature of 
the gospel text is basically biblical Hebrew (BH) with a healthy 
mixture of Mishnaic Hebrew (MH) and later rabbinic vocabulary and 
idiom. ... 

Assuming that the basic text of Shem-Tob's Hebrew Matthew is old, 
we have what one might expect, a writing composed primarily in BH 
with a mixture of MH elements, but which has undergone scribal 
modification designed to bring it more into harmony with later 
linguistic forms. In addition, the text reflects considerable revision 
designed to make it conform more closely to the standard Greek and 
Latin texts of the Gospel during the Middle Ages. 

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

2
 ... 

Shem-Tob's Hebrew Matthew is the most unusual text of the First 
Gospel extant. It contains a plethora of readings which are not to be 
found in any of the Christian codices of the Greek Gospel. Its unusual 
nature may be explained by the fact that it underwent a different 
process of transmission than the Greek, since it was preserved by 
Jews, independent from the Christian community. 

A textual profile of Shem-Tob's Matthew reveals that it sporadically 
agrees with early witnesses, both Christian and non-Christian. 
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Sometimes it agrees with readings and documents that vanished in 
antiquity only to reappear in recent times. The profile thus suggests 
that a Shem-Tob type text of Matthew was known in the early 
Christian centuries.

3
 ... 

Shem-Tob's Hebrew Matthew contains theological motifs not found 
in the Greek or Latin. None of these motifs enhances the polemic 
against Christianity Some portray Christianity more, not less, 
attractive to the Jewish mind, reflecting a lesser disparity between 
Judaism and Christianity than the Greek or Latin Examples include 
the text's views concerning the Law and the Gentiles. 

Some of the motifs are heretical when judged by the standard of 
traditional Christianity. These include the text's views regarding the 
Gentiles (saved only in the messianic era), the Christ/Messiah (never 
equated with Jesus), and John the Baptist (portrayed in an exalted 
position).

4
 ... 

With the possible exception of [Matthew] 16:16, the author of Shem-
Tob's Hebrew Matthew never identifies Jesus with the Christ. This is 
to be contrasted with the Greek text, where the Christ identification is 
clearly made.

5
 ... 

This series of readings [in Shem-Tobôs Matthew] asserts that none is 
greater than John, the prophets and the law spoke concerning John, 
John (Elijah) is to save all the world, and Jesus' own disciples are 
disgraced for not having believed John. In traditional Christianity 
such a description is usually applied to Jesus. Its application to John 
the Baptist in Shem-Tob's Hebrew Matthew, elevates the Baptist to a 
salvific role. 

An interesting scenario emerges when the Gospel of John and the 
Pseudo-Clementine writings are compared with Shem-Tob's 
Matthew. The polemic against John the Baptist in the Fourth Gospel 
and the Pseudo-Clementines appears to be directed against the image 
of the Baptist portrayed in Shem-Tob's text.

6
 

At page 229 of his book, Professor Howard says that Shem-Tobôs version of Matthew uses the Divine 

Name 19 times. In all but one place, Shem-Tob renders the Name with the Hebrew letter ñhò ( h  ), 
because that is the first letter of ñhashemò, which means ñThe Nameò. In the 19th incidence, Matthew 
28:9, the word ñhashemò is spelled out in full (  ).  

Shem-Tob therefore uses a surrogate, and does not use the tetragram ( hwhy ). The Watchtower does 
not use the tetragram either, also preferring to use a substitute word, ñJehovahò. All existing early 
Greek NT writings of Matthew do not use the tetragram either, but prefer to use ñlordò (Greek: 

). 

The NWT Matthew uses this substitute ñJehovahò word 18 times. At several occasions, the Divine 
Name at Shem-Tob and the ñJehovahò in the NWT do not appear at the same verse.  The Table on the 
following page compares the Divine Name ( h ) in Shem-Tob with the appearance of ñJehovahò in the 
Watchtowerôs New World Translation (1984 edition). The Table includes references to Moulton & 
Geden: A Concordance to the Greek Testament which is given as Reference ñJ20ò by the WTS in its 
NWT. Facsimiles of the relevant pages are provided as an Appendix to this Study. 
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Ref. 
Shem-
Tob 

KIT J20 Howard NWT 

1:20     An angel appeared unto him JehovahΩs angel  

1:22 h   According to the Lord spoken by Jehovah  

1:24 h   The angel of the Lord the angel of Jehovah  

2:13 h   The angel of the Lord JehovahΩs angel  

2:15     Spoken by the prophet spoken by Jehovah  

2:19 h   The angel of the Lord JehovahΩs angel  

3:3 h J20 Prepare the way of the Lord Prepare the way of Jehovah 

4:4   J20 It is written JehovahΩs mouth 

4:7 h J20 You shall not tempt the Lord your God It is written, ΨYou must not put Jehovah your God to the test.Ω 

4:10 h J20 I will pray to the Lord It is written, ΨIt is Jehovah your God you must worshipΩ. 

5:33 hl    Return to the Lord your oath Lǘ ǿŀǎ ǎŀƛŘ Χ ΨΧ Ǉŀȅ ȅƻǳǊ Ǿƻǿǎ ǘƻ WŜƘƻǾŀƘΩ. 

21:9 h J20 Who comes in the name of the Lord. Blessed is he that comes in JehovahΩs name! 

21:12 h     Jesus entered the house of the Lord Jesus entered into the temple  

21:42 h J20 This was from the Lord. In the Scriptures, ΨΧ CǊƻƳ WŜƘƻǾŀƘ ǘƘƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ōŜΩ. 

22:31 h 
 

The Lord spoke to you. Spoken to YOU by God 

22:32 h 
 

I the Lord am the God of Abraham I am the God of Abraham  

22:37 h J20 Love the Lord your God. You must love Jehovah your God  

22:44 h J20 The Lord said to my Lord Jehovah said to my Lord 

23:39     Blessed is our savior. ΨBlessed is he that comes in JehovahΩs name!Ω 

27:9 h   
 

¢ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ [ƻǊŘ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ƳŜΥ Χ   

27:10     As the Lord commanded. According to what Jehovah had commanded me. 

28:2 h   The angel of the Lord JehovahΩs angel  

28:9 sch    
 

άMay the Name deliver you.έ άGood day!έ 
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JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE (GEORGE HOWARD, 1977) 

In his book Hebrew Gospel of Matthew, Howard pointed to the ñconclusionsò he had arrived at in his 
previous works, saying he still held them. To find out what his views are, it is therefore necessary to 
read his earlier articles. 

In his 1977 article in the Journal of Biblical Literature (JBL), Howard offers this ñConcluding 
Observationò: 

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS. The above examples are, of 
course only EXPLORATORY in nature and are set forth here 
programatically. Nevertheless, the evidence is sufficiently strong to 
SUGGEST that the thesis of this paper is QUITE POSSIBLE. We 
have REFRAINED FROM DRAWING TOO MANY 
CONCLUSIONS due to the revolutionary nature of the thesis. 
RATHER THAN STATE CONCLUSIONS now in a positive manner 
it seems BETTER ONLY TO RAISE SOME QUESTIONS that 
suggest a need for further explanation.
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The wording of his 1977 article shows that he is putting forth a theory, and that there is no NT 
evidence that provides evidentiary support to the theory. 

The following pages provide sentences from Professor Howardôs article in JBL that are relevant to the 
purpose of this Study. 
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Excerpts from Professor George Howardôs article in Journal of Biblical Literature (1977) 



Journal of Biblical Literature (George Howard, 1977) 
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Excerpts from Professor George Howardôs article in Journal of Biblical Literature (1977) 

 


