
- David T, Brown 
5017 N. 23 Ave. Apt C 
Phoenix AZ 85015 
May 19, 1980 

Watchtower B i b l e  and Tract Society of New York, Inc. 
1 17 Adants St . 
Brooklyn NT JYq201 

Dear Brothers, 

While discuss ing  the Bib le  with an individual recently the scholarly 
integrity of the New World Translation was questioned. The point 
referred t o  is what is said on page 18 of The Kingdom Intarlinear 
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Translation --- of the Greek Scriptures: *All together, the appearances 
of the sacred Tetragrammaton in the 19 Hebrew versions t o  which we 
have had access total  up t o  307 distinct occurrences. These have 
thns restored the divine zame to the inspired Christian Scriptures." 
(~bese 307 occurrences are listed. on pages 1148-1151 in the Appendix 
of the - Kinpdom Interlisear Translation, with the exception of 
Bphesians =and Colossians 3: 13 which l ack  slipport from the 19 
Hebrew versions). This person said t h a t  he had checked some of these 
9 9 Hebrew versions at the flew York .Public Library and the American 
Bible  Society (as indicated on pages 25) and 30 of  the Kingdom ~nterlinear) 
and found the tetragrammaton in at least 2 other places not listed in 
the Appendix that had reference t o  Jesus. Tne veEsians knowri as J-7 
and J-8 are eaid t o  contain the tetragrammaton at Hebrews 1:10. 5-7, J-8, 
543, znd 5-14 are said t o  contain the  tetragramaton at 1 Peter 2:3, 
which according i o  Houlton and Gedenes A Concordance t o  tho Greek 

I 

Testament (3-20) i s  a refernce t o  ~salm34:8. I was sb3.e to obtain 
xerox copies of of these versions from thin individual, which I am 
enclosing w i t h  t h i s  letter. He says that the New World Bible  Trans- 
lation Committee covered up the fact of these occurrences in these 
Hebrew versions because they identify  Jesus with Jehovah. Can you tell 
me if these xerox copies are what they purport t o  be? If they are, what 
explanation could I give for  the reason the tetragram~ton i s  not 
footnoted an appearing in these Bebrew versions i n  the K i q d o m  Inter- 
l i nea r  Translation? I would really appreciate your help in t h i s  loatter. - 

Thank you very much, 











David T. Brown 
5017 N. 23 Ave. Apt 3 
Phoenix AZ 85015 
September 26, 1980 

Watchtower Bible and Tract Society, Inc. 
117 Adame St. 
Brooklyn NY 11201 
Attentiant EF:ESA 

Dear S i r ,  

On July 28, 1980 you replied to a letter of mine dated May 19 ,  1980. 
My letter propounded some questions relat ive  to the use of $ 9  different 
Hebrew versions i n  the footnotes of the Kingdom Interlinear Translation. 
(I am enclosing a copy of my first l e t t e r  to you). Your reply was sent 
t o  the City Overseer of Phoenix, Arizona since as stated i n  your letter 
there was doubt I actually was one of Jehovah's Witnesses and if I was 
an opposer I might photocopy your reply and use it in publications of 
opposers. A t  the time I wrote you I was one of Jehovah's Witnesses, but 
on Auwst 5 ,  1980 I wrote a letter to the local congregation voluntarily 
disassociating myself as a Witness. This was not as a result of your 
letter but because I feel the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society does 
not teach the truth of the Scriptures, especially on the subject of who 
Jesus Christ is. I would like to make some observations on your reply 
to my first letter. (I am also enclosing s copy of my reeignation letter, 

. with some scriptures and thoughts that show Christ is much more than the 
Watchtower Society teaches Him to be). 

Tour letter mentione the statement on pa.ge 18 of the bingdom Interlinear: 
"A11 together, the appearances of the sacred Tetragrammaton in the 19 
Hebrew versions to which we have had access total up to  307 distinct 
occurrences. These have thus restored the divine name to the inspired 
Christian Scriptures.* Then you went on to say to the City Overseer: 
While the phrase 'all together* would suggest that the tabulation 
would include all appearances of the Tetragrammaton in these nineteen 
vereions consulted, we acknowledge that there are several occasions when 
these Hebrew scholars have put the Tetragrammaton into the Hebrew t e x t  
of the Christian Greek Scriptures where the context shows that Jesus is 
meant. And, as he has indicated i n  his letter, there are a few instances 
where these scholars have put in the Tetragrammaton but actually the 
context does not allow for this." I don't believe that I indicated in 
my letter that the scholars put in the Tetragrammaton in some places 
where the context does not allow for this. However I do admit these 
scholars were not inspired in the ir  translating and were capable of 
error. In any case, I feel th i s  statement of  yours is an admission 
that the Tetragrammaton does occur in 5-7 and 5-8 at Hebrews l : i O ,  and 
that it also appears in 5-7, J-8, 3-13 and 5-14 at 1 Peter 2:3. My 
conoern when I wrote my first letter to you was whether or not there 
was a lack of scholarly integrity in the New World Translation. From 
what is stated in the Forward and the Appendix of the Kingdom Interlinear 

- it appears the New World Bible Translation Committee endeavors to list 
all the appearances of the sacred Tetragrammaton in these 19 ~ebrew 
versions,  whether they are justified or not in appearing there. You 
did not reply to this part of my l e t t er :  
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"He says t h a t  the  New World Bible Translation Committee covered up 
the f a c t  of these occurrences i n  these Hebrew versions because they 
i den t i fy  Jesus with Jehovah. . . What explanation could I give for t he  
reason the tetragrammaton is not footnoted as appearing i n  these 
Hebrew versions i n  the  Kingdom Interlinear Translation?" 

If there  was a lack of saholarly i n t e g r i t y  i n  t h i s  matter (and I 
feel  now t h a t  there was) that seriously questions the honesty of the  
Watchtower Society. The Watchtower Society claims t o  be the "faithful 
and discreet slaven of Matthew 24:45-47. Can such s f a i t h f u l  slave be 
dishonest i n  i t s  scholarship? True, whoever the "slaven of Matthew 24: 
45-47 is, it i s  human and capable of error .  But when it is questioned 
about an apparent dishonesty (and I feel my last l e t t e r  was respectful 
i n  tone), and i t  evades the question and fails t o  give a forthright 
answer I think that casts further doubt on the claim t o  be the ac tua l  
f a i t h f u l  and discreet slave of the Bible. 

You spent much time i n  your l e t t e r  explaining why the New World 
Translation does not use the  name "Jehovahn a t  Hebrews I t10  and 1 Peter 
233. This was i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  read, but it was not an answer t o  my 
questions on the scho las t i c  honesty of the New World Translation. 
However, I have done some research on your comments on this and I 
would l i k e  t o  share some thoughte with you. You state regarding the 
relationship of Psalm 34:8 and 1 Peter 2:3: "But we need not conolude 
that Peter here is quoting from the  Hebrew Scriptures.  He may be 
alluding t o  the  pr inc ip le  discussed, using the  word 'taste.' In  one 
case Jehovah i s  said t o  be good and i n  the  other caee Jesus i s  said t o  
be kind.* Your final statement about t h i s  is: wSo there  is no quotation 
here." In reply I would like to point out that the apos t le  Peter, writing 
in the common Greek of h i s  day, uses the  same words here at 1 Peter 2:j 
that appear i n  the Greek Septuagint of Psalm 34:8. The'word "kindN or 
"goodR a t  Psalm 34:8 i n  the -LXX-~S chrestos,  and the same word chrestos 
i s  used by Peter  a t  t Peter 2:j. Again I would l i k e  t o  point  out that 
whether o r  not the name "Jehovahw should be used here, honesty should 
have compelled the Blew World Bible Translation Committee t o  footnote the  
appearance of the  Tetragrammaton i n  3-7, J-8, J 4 3 ,  J-14 and perhaps also 
t o  note its appearance i n  5-20. 

Regarding Hebrews l:10 and Psalm 102:25-27 you s t a t e :  "While the 
psalmist is obviously speaking about Jehovah Paul applied these words 
also t o  Jesus Christ." I agree with t h i s ,  You add, i n  part: "Coming 
now t o  the translation of Hebrews 1:10, i n  comparing Paul's quotation of 
the substance of Psalm 102:25-27 with what actually appears i n  Psalm 
102:25.-27, you w i l l  note that the  name of Cod does not  appear, not even 
the terns 'Godt o r  'Lord.' Going back t o  verse 24, we see the term *Godt 
and the name of Cod, 'Jehovah,' i n  verse 22. I n  view of t h i s ,  the New 
World Bible Committee did  not  feel justified i n  showing 'Jehovah' instead 
of 'Lordo at Hebrews 1:10." However, it appears t h a t  the  w r i t e r  of 
Hebrews is  using a copy of the Septuagint i n  making the quotation from 
the Psalms. This is reasonable since he was writing in Greek and his 
quotation might be checked by his Creek-speaking readers from the vereion 
they could read. In the Septuagint of Psalm 102:25-27 the term *LordM 
does appear. Some of the  word order is changed a l i t t l e ,  but it i a  very 
close to  what appears in the Greek tex t  at Hebrews lr10-12. Again I would 
l i k e  t o  point  out t h a t  whether o r  not the name mJehovahw should be used 
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here, honesty should have compelled the New World Bible Translation 
Committee t o  footnote t h e  appearance of the Tetragrammaton i n  5-7 and 
J-8. 

Why d id  the New World Bible Translation Committee cover up the 
fact of these appearances i n  these Hebrew versions? Was it because 
they i den t i fy  Jesus with Jehovah? It i s  interesting to note some of 
the statements of  the  Watchtower Society as t o  whether the name 
*JehovahH can be applied t o  Jesus Chris t  o r  not. 

I n  1899 Charles Russell wrote the book At-one-ment Between - God - and 
Man, which was volume 5 of the series Studies i n  the  Scriptures. On - -- 
pwe 66 he made t h i s  statement (speaking of the  d i f f e r e n t  appel la t ions  
of deity i n  the Old ~estament): "These are facts, and our  quotations 
from the Common Version Bible w i l l  substantiate them thoroughly; snd 
thus w i l l  demonstrate the  Scriptural propriety and consistency in 
referring t o  our  Lord Jesus Christ as - God (elohim) and as - Adon ad aster, 
~ o r d )  and as Adonai (my ~ o r d )  , and y e t  never as Jehovah." I n  a foot- 
note on p a g e s i d  66 of this same book it was s ta ted:  "The 
appearance is tha t  the Trinitarians who t rans la ted  our Common Version 
Bible feared t o  render the  name Jehovah as a proper name in every 
instance, lest the people should realize the fact whbh theology 
denies - t h a t  the  t i t l e  Jehovah belongs only t o  the  great "1 AM," the 
Father. . .The Trinitarian t r ans la to r s  probably preferred t o  use the 
word Lord instead of Jehovah, i n  order that Chriatiane accnstorned to 
use the word Lord as a t i t l e  f o r  our Savior, Jesus, might i n  reading' 
the Old Testament think t h a t  he, and not tbe  Father, Jehovah, is 
usually referred t o o w  It is true that on page 47 Russell makes this 
exception (under the subheading *The name Jehovah applied only t o  the 
Father of Gloryw): "Our present contention is that the  name Jehovah 
does not properly apply to any one except the  Heavenly Father, although 
it may be applied t o  h i s  special messengers while they are epeaking 
orac t ing forh imrepresenta t ive l~  i n h i s  nameem(Emphasismine) , - -- --- 
However on page 52 he again s t a t e s :  "We are conffdent t h a t  the Scriptures 
do not authorize the use of the great name Jehovah as the appellative f o r  
any other being than our Heavenly Father: we are confident t h a t  they 
res tr ic t  i ts  use and forb id  its appl icat ion t o  another." 

J. F. Rutherford echoed t h i s  belief of Russell. On page 106 of 
Botherford's book Reconciliation it saya: "The names Jehovah, Almighty 
Gad, and Most High are never in the Scriptures applied to Jesus, t he  
Son of God." 

Even as late as ?959 i n  the  book Jehovah's Witnesses - -  in the Divine 
Purpose t h i s  statement appears (along w i t h  a quotation from Zion's 
Watch Tower , pages 2, 3 of the August  1882 issue): 

"In the  issue of July, 1882, appeared the seven-page article e n t i t l e d  
'Hear, 0 Israel! Jehovah Our Cod I a  One - Jehovah,' which artikle disproved 
the ' t r i n i t y t  doctr ine o r  teaching o f  'one - God in - three persons.' In  
August of 1882 the  question was asked whether the name 'Jehovah8 is 
properly applied t o  the Father o r  t o  Christ. The answer was gihren: 

We confidently assert that  the  name Jehovah is never applied in 
Scripture to any but the Father. It is for those who claim the. 
reverse t o  give a t e x t ,  and show its a p p l i c a b i l i t y  t o  Jesue o r  
anyone else than the  Father. Here i s  a way t o  prove the matter 
conclusively - the New Testament writers quote much from the 
Old Testament; do they ever quote a paesage i n  which the word 
Jehovah occurs and apply it t o  Jesus? We claim tha t  they do not. 
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On the contrary, we will give one out of many similar 
quotations, in which it is clearly applied, not to Jesus, 
but to the Father. Pea. 110: 1, "The Lord (~ehovah) said 
unto my Lord (adon - master) sit thou," etc. (~ote care- 
fully the application of this by Jesus ( ~ u k e  20:41-44), 
and by Peter. ( ~ c t s  2:34-36, and 33.) This one text is 
sufficient until answered. If any one can twist it ,  we 
have others ready. 

Thus Pastor Russell acted and serpeii as a witness of ~ehovah."(page 22) 
In reply to Russell's challenge I think it is only fair to point 

out that Trinitarians do believe that the name Jehovah applies to 
the Father in the New and Old Testament. But Trinitarians also 
believe the name Jehovah is applied to both Jesus Christ and to the 
Holy Spirit as well. 

So, there would be a problem if it could be clearly shown that 
the New Testament writers quoted an Old Testament passage where the 
name Jehovah occurs and they applied it to Christ. It is evident, 
then, there was reason for the New World Bible Translation Committee 
to cover up the appearances of the sacred Tetragrammaton in the 39 
Hebrew versions it used in producing the New World Translation that 
had reference to Jesus. This is especially reprehensible becauae the 
Forward and the Appendix of the 1950 edition of the New World Trans- 
lation tell us it is giving us all 307 of the occurrences of the 

I_ 

Tetragrammaton in these 19 Hebrew versions, when there are really more. 
It is interesting to note that the Watchtower Society is backing 

down from the position taken by Russell, Rutherford and recent 
publications (as late as 1959) and admitting that there are passages - 
in the Old Testament quoted by New Testament writers and they apply 
the name Jehovah to Jesus, One surprising example is Romans 10:13* 
which says in the New World Translation: "For 'everyone who calls on 
the name of Jehovah will be savedetW This, of course, is a quote 
from Joel 2:jZ where the Tetragrammaton does occur in the Hebrew text. 
It is clear when the context is read (~omans 10:8-13) and considering 
who the "himm of verse 11 is by comparison with Romans 9:j3, that 
the One being spoken of i n  verses 11-13 is Jesus Christ. (paraphrasing 
Paul's words in verses 11-15 might help illustrate this: 'For the 
Scripture says: 'No -- one ( ~ e w  or  reek) d o  rests his faith on him 
(~esus ~ h r i s t )  -- will be disappointedeW For there is no d i s t i n c t i o n  
between Jew and Greek, for there is the - -  same Lord o z r  a l l ,  who is 
rich to all those calling upon hfm. For nevernone who calls upon the --- 
name of the Lord (~reek: kyrios) w i l l  be saved."' Not only is Paul 
telling us about salvation by confessing Jesus as Lord and belS&ving 
that He was resurrected, but Paul is telling us that salvation is  
open to a l l ,  Jewish or not. ) For decades this thought from Romans 
10:13 has been used by Jehovah's Witnesses with application not to 
the Son, but to the Father. For example, the statement that appears 
in the December 8, 1962 Awake! is typical: "In Romans 10:13 the 
statement is made that 'everyone who cal ls  on the name of Jehovah 
will be saved.' No mention is made of Jesus in this verse, yet in 
John j:16 belief in Jesus is stressed for salvation."(page 28) 
Open today the majority of times this verse is used in meetings of 
Jehovah's Witnesses the application is made to the Father. This 
despite the admission i n  the May 1, 1978 Watchtower (page 12): wThere 
are verses in the Hebrew Scriptures about Jehovah that are'quoted in 
the 'New Testamentg in a context speaking about the Son. (~sa. 40:3 - 
Matt. 3 : j  - John 1:23; Joel 2:32 - Rom. 10:13; Pa. 45:6, 7 - neb. l:8, y)." 
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Considering this shift of position from the dogmatic statements of 
, 

Russell and Rutherford I would like to ask the following questions. 
If Romans 1 O : i j  is now admitted to be speaking about the Son, applying 
the name Jehovah to Him, why is the Society reluctant to admit to a 
similar situation with regard to Hebrews 1 : l O  and 1 Peter Z:j? Especially 
as the Greek text of Hebrews i:10 and 1 Peter 2:3 practically matches 
the respective Septuagint passages, Psalm ?02:25 and Psalm j4:8? 
(And these are not the only examples of "verses in the Hebrew Scriptures 
about Jehovah that are quoted in the 'New Testamentt in a context 
speaking about the Son." Two books are recommended to prove this point. 
One is entitled Jesus of Nazareth - Who -- Is He? by Arthur Wallis, printed 
by Christian ~iteraturr~rusade, Fort Waehington, Pennsylvania 19034. 
This publication is only 55 pages in length, but it contains some 
powerful evidences to prove Christ's Deity. The other book that I would 
recommend on this point is by Robert A. Morey and was only published 
this year. It has more evidence that Jesus is called Jehovah in the 
New ~estament. Morey8s book is entitled How & Answer 5 Jehovah's 
Witness, and is published by Bethany Fellowship of Minneapolis, Minnesota. 
I would particularly recommend reading the chapter "Is Jesus Christ YHWH?w) 

That May I, 1978 Watchtower also acknowledged that Hebrewa 1:8, 9 
(quoted from Psalm 4 m a l l s  into the same category of Old Testament 
passages about Jehovah applied to the Son in the New Testament. If we 
accept that to be true (and most Bible scholars do accept that), that 
makes 3 quotations in Hebrews chapter 1 alone applying Old Testament 
references about Jehovah to Jesus, In Hebrews 1:6 the *himm that all 
the angels of God must worship is Jehovah in the Old Testament sonrces 
(psalm 97:7 - IXX; Deuteronomy j2:43 - LXX, also in the Deuteronomy 
Dead Sea scroll). Hebrews 1 :8, 9 ia translated in many versions: *Your 
throne, 0 God, is forever2 Barnest - - -  Notes on the New Testament in 
commenting on this verse points out that Greek grammar would indicate - 

the phrase in question is addressed to Cod. And then, of course, there 
is Hebrews 1:10-12. I point out these 3 passages in Hebrewe chapter 
3 to illustrate how without hesitation the writer of Hebrews can use 
Old Testament statements about Jehovah and apply them to Christ. This 
he did to Jewish Christians who were, no doubt, very familiar with these 
passages. The writer's aim was to strenghen these Jewish believers and 
give  comfort from ridicule from Jewish non-believers. Would there be 
much comfort from these Old Testament passages establising Christ's 
supremacy over the angels if they really weren't valid quotations? Besides 
these 3 quotations, many Bible scholars and linguists see further 
evidence o f  the Deity of Christ in Hebrews lri-4, especially verse 3.  
Many Bfble versions point out that the Son "is the radiance of Godoe 
g loryw,  l ike  the - New International Version.  he Kingdom Interlinear 
Translation gives the reading "beaming forth from* for the Greek word 
translated "radianceH in the - NIV) . The book I mentioned above - Jesus of 
Nazareth - --- Who Is Re? - gives a very good explanation of the significance 
of that on pages 45 and 46. To say that the Son is 'the - exact representation 
of the Father's very being' like the impress made by a seal on wax and to 
say that he 'sustains - all thin~s by his word of powert give strong 
testimony to Christ's Deity. 

If one takes the time to read the 2 books mentioned above and to 
see how the name Jehovah is applied to the Son in the New Testament 
eome more questions arise. How could the Watchtower Society, as late 
as 1959, maintain the opposite? True, they seem to be changing now some, 
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but why did it take so long? By 1959 nearly all the New World Translation 
had been produced. Considering the evidence in Moreyqe and Wallist books 
and comparing the margin references of the original large-print edition 
it is plain the facts could not have escaped their notice. To try to 
explain it by using Russell's *exceptionw ("although it may be applied 
to his special messengers while they are speakinq actins represent- 
atively --- in his name" - emphasis mine) would make the other statements 
by Russell and Rutherford meaningless. 

- The May 1 , 1978 Watchtower explains the use of the name Jehovah f o r  
the Son this way: "This is understandable, for Jesus was the Father's 
foremost representative. In fact, in a similar way even an angel was . 
spoken of as if he were Jehovah, because he was serving for Jehovah 
in a representative capacity. bo en. 18:1-33)" (page 12). However, in 
these several verses where the New Testament writers apply Old Testament 
passages about Jehovah to Jesus, is there any official appearance 
to provide some message from God? True, Christ did become man, but 
these verses (like Romans l O : ? 3 ,  Hebrews 1 ~ 6 ,  8 ,  9, 'lo-12, 1 Peter 2 : 3 )  
are not speaking of his appearing as the Father's representative. They 
are just passages about Jehovah applied to Jesus (and many of them were 
written and applied t o  Him after He ascended to heaven). Arthur Wallis 
and Robert A. Morey, in the books mentioned above give a good defense 
of orthodox Christianity's understanding of these appearances of the 
angel or messenger of Jehovah who is called Jehovah. Space does not 
permit my presenting their entire argument, but I would like to quote 
a small part of Wallist expla.nation:(speaking of the people who t e s t i f i ed  
after these appearances that they had seen ~ o d )  "They testified t o  their 
conviction, and Scripture endorses but does not explain their testimony. 
Some believed that they would die, and were surprised that they lived. 
Their relief when they were spared did not remove their perplexity 
as to how it was they could see H i m  and live. If they did not truly 
see Cod why does Scripture imply that they did? If they did see God 
why d id  they not die according to Exodus 3j:20? . . . Why did this 
angel command Moses and Joshua to take their shoes from off their feet?  
Why did he receive worship (~oshua 5:14), whereas, when the apostle 
John fell down before an angel to worship him he was told, 'See thou 
do it not . . . worship Godt ? (~evelstion 19: 10) 

*The person of Jesus who is the Christ provides the only solution to 
this enigma of the seeming appearances of God in the Old Testament in 
the person of this mysterious angel of the covenant. He it was who, being 
' in the beginning with God * (~ohn 1 : 2), shared his glory before the 
universe existed. ( ~ o h n  17: 5) If this angel of Jehovah (or angel of the 
covenant) was God's Son, then one thing is clear: the manifestation of 
the Son is presented in the Old Testament Scriptures as a manifestation 
of God, and explains why in the New Testament Jesus declared 'He that 
hath seen me hath seen the Fathert(~ohn 14:9). . . This would also 
explain such a verse as Malachi 3:1, 'The Lord, whom ye seek, s h a l l  
suddenly come to his temple;' - who could this be but Jehovah? But 
the prophet contlnuea, 'even the angel of the covenant, whom ye delight 
int. We thus conclude that though no mortal eye has gazed or can gaze 
on God the Father, yet in the person of his Son, who is the very image 
of his substance, men have t r u l y  seen CodeM Jesus of Nazareth - Who Is -- 
He?, pages 12, 13. This may oound strange, but in v i e w  of the principle - 
stated at Matthew 19:26 we need to be careful in what we say God cannot do. 

I feel the evidence supports the conclusion that the Watchtower Society 
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was not honest in using the 19 Hebrew versions as sources to support 
their using the name Jehovah i n  the New Testament. To avoid an 
embarrassing situation they covered up some occurrences of  the sacred 
Tetragrammaton in these 19 Hebrew versions, while claiming to give us 
all of them, ao as not to contradict other statements in the 
Society's literature about the propriety of  applying the name Jehovah 
t o  Jesus. I do not feel that I have distorted anything you s a i d  in 
the letter you mailed to the City Overseer in reply to my first 
questions. I am therefore making this letter pnblic, along with 
a copy of my first l e t t e r  to you (along with documentation). I do this 
with no malice towards you or the Watchtower Society. I bear the 
reaponsiblity for not 'making sure of a l l  things, proving what is 
good. ' (1 Thessalonians 5:21) To other Witnesses who may read t h i s  
letter I with love pray that you may now really tmake sure'of all 
things. ' 

In order to show that this is not the only incident of lack of 
scholarly integrity by the Watchtower Society I w i l l  give two more 
brief examples. One involves the translation of John 14:14, and the 
other involves the use of a quotation of an eminent Bible scholar. 

Please look up John 14:14 in the Kingdom Interlinear. The Creek 
text  of Wescott and Hort reads in  the interlinear portion: *If ever 
anything you should ask me in the name of me this I shall  do." The 
right-hand column of the3ew World Translation reads: "If you ask 
anything in my name, I will do it." Notice that the word "mew which 
o~cnrs in the Wescott and Hort text is not transslated in the Mew World 
Translation. Why was this done? The Society has not written anything 
on this subject, but one possible explanation they could give is that 
there is cr textual problem with the word "mett at John 14~14. Greek 
manuscripts that lean in the direction of the Received Text omit the 
word nme.w But many modern critical refined Greek texts of the New 
Testament, relying on the older  manuscripts, do contain the word "mew 
here as, f o r  example l ~ e s c o t t  and Eort, and the United Bible Societies 
Greek Text (3 edition, 1975). But notice carefully the statement on 
page 9 of the ~ i n ~ d o m ~ n t e r l i n e a r :  Vhe Greek t e x t  that we have used 
as the basis of our New World translation is the widely accepted 
Westcot* and Hort text (1881), by reason of its admitted excellence. 
But we have also taken into consideration other texts,  including that 
prepared by D. Ebexhard Nestle and that compiled by the Spanish Jesuit 
scholar Jose Maria Bover and that by the other Jesuit scholar A. Merk. 
Where we have varied from the reading of the Westcott and Hurt t ex t ,  our --- -- -- --- 
footnotes show the basis for our preferred reading. We give some definite- --_------ - 
ness -- t o  the background for the renderings of our t e x r &  showing our -- --- 
footnotes the most ancient manuscri ts and versions upon which w e  c a l l  --- 
for s u p o o r ~ ( ~ a s i s  r n i n & m o ~ f  n any edition of the New - 
World Translation gives any indication why the New World Translation 
left out the word wme8t at John 14: 14. The only way anyone would see 
the omission would be by carefully comparing the interlinear translation 
in the Kingdom Interlinear and comparing it with what appears in  the 
right-hand column. Would it not  be embarrassing for the Watchtower Society 
t o  have to admit that we can ask Christ for things we desire and He would 
do it? That would be prayer t o  Christ. (!Phis would not be the only example 
of the Scriptures authorizing us to pray to Christ. Compare carefully 
Acts 7:59 and 1 Corinthians 1:2 i n  both the Kin~dom Interlinear and the 
7971 large-print edition. Notice the footnote on Acts 7:59 in the 1971 
edition and how the same Creek word is used for "calling uponw in 



To: 
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of HeuYork, Inc. Page 8 
EF : ESA . 

both verses). Whatever answer the Society might give on why it  decided 
not t o  t r ans la te  the word "mew from the Westcott and Hort text into the 
New World Translation it is clear they did not fulfill the statement 
made on page 9 of the Kin~dom interlinear providing some footnote t o  
explain the departure f rom the Westcott and Hort Greek text ,  along with 
manuscript support. Is this honest scholarship? 

The noted Bible scholar the Society quoted was William Barclay. This - - 
was in the Hay 15, 1977 Watchtower, pages 319 and 320. Please look up 
the quotation in this Watchtower magazine and notice the ellipses in  the 
quotation from Many Witnesses, -- One Lord (which is published by Baker 
Book House, Grand Rapids, ~ichi~an). If someone takes the time to check 
what William Barclay actually wrote,, checking just before and after the 
quotation made and reading. what ia ellipsed it is very clear Barclay 
is quoted out of context. The meaning given by the quotation in that 
Watchtower is opposite to what Barclay actually wrote.  h he current price 
for Barclay's book is $2.95, which isn't very much t o  spend t o  confim 
this for yourself). 

For other examples of dishonesty I would recommend the book: 
The Scholastic  ish hones ty of the watchtower, by Michael Van Bnskirk. - -- 
This can be ordered from CARIS, P. 0 .  Box 1783, Ssnta Ana, Calif. 92702. 
(cent price $1 35). 

To Witnesses who may be reading this letter again I w a n t  t o  state that 
I am not pointing out these things in a spirit of hate, or to turn you 
away from Jehovah. My goal is to point out the folly of trusting in men, 
bnt to put your trust in Jehovah alone. (psalm f46:3-5, Micah 7:7). Jesus 
Christ, who is called Jehovah in the New Testament, is "The Truth."(~ohn 
14:6) It is to Him we should go ( ~ o h n  6:66-69, Matthew 11~27-30). 

Sincerely 

&3 asw-, 
P.S. For any documentation of the above points or for a free copy of 

resignation letter please feel free to write me. 

I would also like t o  thank M r .  Rod Bias of Phoenix, Arizona for supplying 
m e  with the copies of the appearances of the Tetragrammaton in some of 
those Hebrew versions at Hebrews 1:10 and I P e t e r  2:j. It was Mr. Bias who 
took the time and e f f o r t  to check out these sources in New Tork city. 







from one's labor, saying: "Look! The best 
thing that I myself have seen, which is 
pretty, is that one should eat and drink 
and see good for all his hard work with 
which he works hard under the sun for 
the number of the days of his life that the 
true God has given him, for that is his 
portion."-Eccl. 5 : 18. 
Commenting on the good effect this has 

upon the individual, Solomon states: "Also 
every man to whom the true God has given 
riches and material possessions, he has 
even empowered him to eat from it and to 
carry off his portion and to rejoice in his 
hard work. This is the gift of God. For 
not often will he remember the days of 
his life, because the true God is preoccupy- 
ing him with the rejoicing of his heart." 
-Ed. 5~19, 20. 

The man who recognizes his prosperity 
as a gift from God will not hoard riches 

In John 1: 1 the term "god" is applied to both 
the Father and the Son, the Word. But in the 
Greek text the word for "god" (theos) is written 
differently in these two instances. Why? What 
does it mean? 

To a person unfamiliar with the Greek lan- 
guage it might seem that there is a significance 
indicated by the fact that first the word is 
spelled theopt and next theos. But the difference 
is simply a matter of complying with the Greek 
grammatical case used. 

John 1:1 reads: "In [the] beginning the Word 
was, and the Word was with God [rhv &bv, lit- 
erally, the god], and the Word was a god 
lads]." 

Greek has Ave cases-nominative, genitive, 
dative, accusative and vocative. How a word is 

but will use them to bring joy to others. 
Such a man has a balanced view of his 
possessions because of allowing himself to 
be guided by godly wisdom. Therefore, he 
gets personal enjoyment from what he has. 
Jehovah God has empowered him to find 
pleasure in food and drink in the sense 
that he grants the individual the wisdom 
to use material things properly. At the 
same time such an individual is not un- 
duly concerning himself with the brevity 
of life and its problems and uncertainties. 
No, he is getting so much enjoyment from 
doing good in his life that the negative 
aspects do not dominate his thinking. H e  
is joyful at heart. 

Surely one's striving to get wholesome 
enjoyment in life is the wise course. It 
shields one from the disappointment ex- 
perienced by those whose life is fully oc- 
cupied by materialistic pursuits. 

spelled can vary depending on the case in which 
it is used. Take, as an example, the definite 
article "the." In the masculine gender "the" is 
respectively written in the first four of these 
cases: 6, roc, r@, r h ,  in the singular number. 

Similarly, in John 1:l the word them is 
spelled in accord with the particular case being 
employed. In the &st instance ("the Word was 
with God") it is in the accusative case and 
thus is spelled 8 ~ 6 ~ .  But in the second occur- 
rence it is in the nominative case, and so it is 
spelled bebs. The spelling of theos does not of 
itself indicate the person or position of the one 
designated, as 2 Corinthians 4:4, 6 illustrates.~ 
In verse four 'Satan is identified as BE~s,  '&the 
god of this system of things," and in verse six 
the Creator is designated O ~ b s .  The spelling is 
theos in both verses, for the nominative case is 
used in each. So the fact that theos is spelled 
differently in its two occurrences in John 1:l 
does not show any difference in meaning; "god" 
is the meaning in both instances. 

What is interesting is that in John 1:1 the 
definite article 6 Ikol is not used in front of 
theos when applied to the Son, the Word Re- 
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garding this point the noted Bible translator 
William Barclay writes: 

'?\Tow normally, except for special reasons, 
Greek nouns always have the definite article 
in front of them, . . . When a Greek noun has 
not got the article in front of it, it becomes 
rather a description than an identification, and 
has the character of an adjective rather than 
of a noun. We can see exactly the same in 
English. If I soy: 'James is the man', then I 
identify James with some definite man whom 
I have in mind; but, if I say: 'James is man', 
then I am simply describing James as human, 
and the word man has become a description and 
not an identification. If John had said ho theos 
6n ho logos, using a definite article in front of 
both nouns, then he would definitely have iden- 
tified the logos Cthe Word] with God, but be- 
cause he has no definite article in front of the08 
it becomes a description, and more of an ad- 
jective than a noun. The translation then be- 
comes, to put it rather clumsily, T h e  Word was 
in the same class as God, belonged to the same 
order of being as God'. . . . John is not here 
identifying the Word with God. To put it very 

simply, he does not say that Jesus was God." 
-Many Witnesses, One Lord (1963), pages 23, 
24. 

Hence, in both their translations Dr. Edgar J o  

Goodspeed and Dr. James Moffatt render the 
phrase as, "the Word [or Logos] was divine." 
This reflects the fine distinction in wording that 
the apostle John used, a distinction that accords 
with the fact that Jesus was not equal in power 
and eternity with the Father but was the crew 
ated Son of the Father. (1 Cor. 11:3) The New 
World Translation accurately renders the verse: 
"In [the] beginning the Word was, and the 
Word was with God, and the Word was a god? 

& 

UWATOBrOmER" STUDIES FOB TEE 'WEEKS 
June 19: The "Tree" Whose Fall Shocks the 

World. Page 300. Songs to Be Used: 1, 3. 
June 26: Get Out from Under That "Pretty" 

Tree!, li1-20. Page 306. Songs to Be Used: 
80, 27. 

July 3: Get Out from Under That "Pretty" 
Tree!, 121-40. Page 310. Songs to Be Used: 
84, 59. 

The' above is a chapter .title in 
the new 192-page book Your 
Youth-Getting the Best out of 
It. Other chapters are "Roes 
Sexual Morality Make Sense?" 
"Can You Succeed in Marriage?" 
and "How Do you View Material 
Possessions?" 

This book can be a real help to 
young people to get the most from 
their youth. - a Send only 25 cents (U.S.), 
postpaid. 
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John 23 
22 Many \Vitnesses, One Lord 

atcs within it. But they were also deeply impressed b>* the 
depend~bili ty oi :he universe, by the fact that this is a 
reliable universe with a pattern and a plan in it, in which 
ail things foiiow in  their appointed order and in which a 
cause always produces the same effect. So they asked, what 
keeps the stars in their courses. what makes the sun rise 
ar.d set, what  brings back the seasons in their appointed 
order, wha t  is it t ha t  puts mind into man? Their answer 
W A S  thar this is the work of the Logos. the mind of God 
operating in the \\odd. So then to cail Jesus the Logos is to 
say that he is the mind of God, become a flesh and blood . 

human creature. !t is as if John said: 'For centuries you 
have been speaki-g and thinking about the Logos,. the 
mind of Cod, a d  vou have been tracing the Logos in the 
structure of the universe. If you want to see the mind of 
God full displayed. look at  Jesus.' 

(d )  Or,e final piece has to be fitted into the pattern. 
Almost at  the s m e  time as Jesus and Paul there lived in . 
; \ ! exanha  a great Jewish thinker called Philo; h e h e w  
Jewish thought  and he knew Greek thought as no one else 
has ever knoivn both. He was the bridge between them. 
In his voluminous works there are no f e w r  than six 
hundred references to the Logos, and basically they a11 
have the same essential thought. God is high and lifted up, 
utterly transcendent. He cannot himself communicate di- 
rectly with sinful man. His means of communication, his 
liaison with the world is the Logos. 'The Father, who has 
begotten all things, granted as his choicest pri~ilege to the 
chief messenger and most august Logos that he should 
stand in the midst between the created and the Creator.' 
So to say that  Jesus is the Logos is to say that he is God's 
supreme means of communication with men. 

So then all these lines converge on the one thought that 
the Logos, with its double meaning of word and reason. is 
the expression of the mind of God, and the power of God 
in action. In Jesus we see in human action the mind of 
God. 

Let us now turn to the Prologue. the kst 18 verses of the 
Fourth Gospel to see what John h ~ s  to say about Jesus as 
the Logos. \Ve find thar hc has five things to say. 

r . He tells us what lesus personaily was. He begins with 
a brief statement which provides the translator with a 
problem not far from insoluble in the English language. 
'The \$'or&, say . b o t u ~  4~ ~d the RS , . .  jluC.orl' 
Uohn 1.1). MoKatt is one of the few modern translato~s 
w h o  dare tp depart . . from t h a t  rendering. 'The Logos', he 
translates, d w n c  In a matter like this we cannot db  
other than go to the Greek, which is rheos Zn ho logos. 
Theos is the-Grxk for Cod, Gn for csas, ho for the. logos 
for word.bovcf normally, except for special reasons, Greek 
nouns always have the definite article in front of them, 

I 

s d  we can see at once here that  t kcqs  the noun for God 
has not m n i t e .  article in front  of it. When a Greek 
noun has not ~ o t  the articie in front of it, i t  becomes rather 
a description than an identification, and has the character . 

of an adjectispe rather than of a noun. \Ire can see exactly 
the same in English. If I sav: 'James is the m ~ n ' ,  then I 
identify James with some iefinite man whom I have in 
mind; but,  if I say: 'James is man', then I am simpiy dc- 

' 

- scribing Jamcs as human, and the word man has become 
a description acd not an identification. If John had said 
ho thcos Pn ho logos, using a definite article in front of . 

both nouns, then he would definitely have identified the 
logos with God, but bewuse he has no definite article in 
front of theos it becomes a description, and more of an 
adjective than a nom. The tr~nslrttion then bccomes, to 
put it rather clumsily, 'The Word was in the same class 
as God, belonged to the same order of being as Cod'. J& 
onlv modern translator ~\.ho_fairlv and s@ fzcechbs 
p r o b l e m i s ~ e n n e t h s t  r- ~ho-h.s_: 'The W o w a s  to 
his essence essential deity.' But i t  is here tha-i the SEE3 has 
brilliantly solved the problen with the absolutely accurate. 
rendering : '\V hat CSd-ivisTh3tYorci was! 
John is not here identifying the Word with God. To put 



24 Alony Witnesses, Oae Lord 
it very simply, he does not say that Jesus was ~od@&'hat 
he does say is that no human description of Jesus can be 
adequate, and tha t  Jesus, however you are goicgto !:five 
it. must be described in terms of Cod. 'I know men, said 
Napoleon. 'and lesus Christ is more than a man.' 

But no sooner h3s John presented us with a problem in 
translation than he presents us with a problem in theology. 
'In the beginning', he says, 'was the Word.' 'He was in the 
beginning wi th  God' (John 1.1. 2). Here we come upon the 
doctrine which is known as the doctrine of the pre-exist- 
ence of the \Votd, or the pre-existence of the Son. There is 
no more difficult doctrine to understand in all theological 
thinking. It quite clearly cannot mean that this flesh and 
blood man ~ e s u s  existed before the creation of the world. 
W h a t  then docs it mean? 

\\'e d o  not say that in what follows there is anything 
like a full  account  of the meaning of the preexistence of 
the Son or of the lt70rd, but, whatever else that doctrine 
m l g  or may not mean. it does mean this. _Let us remind 
ourselves wh3t Iohn basically means when he called Jesus 

' -  
r-3 the \\-,or& he meant fhsr-ra-leulq we see pcrfectlycJ~s- 

played in h u r n ~ n  form the mind of Cod. To p s t  i t  at .ifs 
v e r y  simplest. he memt  that God is like Jesus. This means 

*- 

that ,  when i i e  S P ~  ! ~ 5 u f e e ~ & ~ g  
. . - -  . - - .  - - t h z  hungry and healing the 

sick and be~ng the frlend U t c a s t s  an$ sinners, when we 
see Jesus dying on thCross .  we can say : 'Gd is like that.' 
h z l f  we go on to s ~ ~ k  of the pre-e.~yisten<e of the 
r .  
Logos, one thing at least that we must mean is that God - 

The of -attitude qf 
God towards men, \\-as a l i r .~vs  from all eternity to all - 
eternity that which we see in lesux. 

To grasp this is of the most crucial importance. There 
are certain ways of speaking about Jesus which imply, or 
even come near to stating, that Jesus did something to 
change the attitude of God to men, that somehow Jesus 
changed God's wrath into love, that somehow' Jesus per- 
suaded God to hold his hand and to pacify his anger and 

john 25 

to withhold his judgment of condemnation. that, to put it 
very crudely. Jesus by his sufferings and his death bought 
off God. it  is perfectly possible to speak in such a \vay as 
to leave an impression of an opposition and a contrast be- 
tween Jesus and God. Jesus is presented as forgiving love; 
God is presented as awful holiness; and Jesus is depicted as 
winning forgiveness for men from Cod. 

But, if we insist]thenfiing and 
b e ~ e ~ i & n ~ ~ m e a n s - v e ~ s i r n p l y  that God w- 
always like &us and be, Gd that lesus djd not 
tome ...- to charzge the attitude of God to men, but to show .--- .-- -.- - _.-- 

cpite u n m i s t a , k w ~ t  that attitude is and always - _  _.- was. .__ - 
2. John goes on to tell us what Iesus did. 'All things 

were-made- by him, and without him was not anything 
made that was made' (John 1.3). The Word, the Son, Jesus 
is thus connected with the creation of the world, which 
for a modern mind has always been a difficult idea, and 
yet an idea integral to hT thought. 'By him', says Paul, 'all 
things were created, that are in heaven and that are in 
earth, visible and invisible' (Colossians I ~ 6 ) .  The writer to 
the Hebrews speaks of the Son by whom Cod made the 
worlds (Hebrews 1.2). Paul speaks of the Lord Jesus Christ 
by whom are all things ( I  Corinthians 8.6). 
The connection of the tCrord, the Son, with creation was 

an idea which arose to combat a certain heresy which we 
shall meet again as we study other hT books. In the Graece  
Roman world there was a type of thought which goes by 
the general name of Gnosticism. Gnosticism sought to ex- 
plain the evil in the world by means of a thorough-going 
dualism. It said that from all eternity there has been in the 
world two realities, Spirit, which is Gad, and matter. Spirit 
and matter are ccleternal. Matter is the stuff, the raw 
material. out of which the world is made, and from the 
beginning matter is essentially flawed and imperfect. This 
is to say that the world is made out of bad stuff. Since 
matter is bad the God who is pure spirit cannot touch it. 
He therefore put out a series of aeons or emanations. each 



Theologians Stumble Over God's Name 

H OW could clergymen and theological au- 
thorities have stumbled over God's name? 

First, a major doctrinal mistake seems to 
have resulted from taking God's name out of 
the Bible. As was pointed out in the last article, 
evidently "somewhere around the beginning of 
the second century" the divine name began to 
be replaced in the "New Testament" with 
"Lo@" or "God." This caused a problem of 
identification: Which Lord was meant? 
There are verses in the Hebrew Scriptures 

about Jehovah that are quoted in the "New 
Testament" in a context speaking about the 
Son. (Xsa. 40: 3--Matt. 3 : U o h n  1:23; Joel 2: 
32-Rom. 10:13; Ps. 45:6, 7-Heb. 1:8, 9) This 
is understandable, for Jesus was the Father's 
foremost representative. In fact, in a similar 
way even an angel was spoken of as if he were 
Jehovah, because he was serving for Jehovah 
in a representative capacity. (Gen. 18:l-33) 
What, however, may have been the &ect of 
removing God's name? 

The Journal of Biblicag Literature says: 

'Yn many passogas where the persons of God ond 
Christ were dearly distinguishable, the removal of 
the Tetragram must have created considerable arnbi- 
gutty. . , . Once the  confusfon was caused by the 
change In the divine name in the quotations, the 
some confusion spread to other parts of the NT 
when quotations were not involved at 011.'~ 

Apparently realizing that this could have 
contributed to the development of the Trinity 
doctrine, the article asks: 

"Did such restructuring of the text give rise to the 
later christological [about the nature of Christ1 con- 
troversies within the church, and were the NT passages 
Involved in these controversies identical with those 
which In the NT era apparcntiy created no problems 
at all? .' . . Are Ccunent christologicalJ studies bared 
on the NT text as it appeclred in the first century, or 
are they based on an altered text which represents 
a time in church history when the difference between 
~ ; d  and Christ was confused in the text and blurred 
tn the minds .of churchmen?" 

written in Hebrew with four consonants, usual- 
ly transliterated YHWH or JHVH. In ancient 
Israel a person would learn the pronunciation 
as it came down from earlier times. But evi- 
dently a t  some point after 70 C.E. the exact 
pronunciation was lost. When later Jewish 
copyists put vowel markings with the conso- 
nants to aid the reader, they used signs for 
Adonay (Lord) and Elol&n (God), leading to 
the form "Jehovah." 

Many Hebrew scholars now favor the pro- 
nunciation "Yahweh." Yet no one today actually 
can say with certainty how Moses, for example, 
pronounced the divine name. 

In Vetus Testamentism (Oct. lN2) Dr. E. C. B. 
Maclaurin statcd: "It should be repeated that 
there is no conclusive early evidence that the 
name was ever pronounced Yahweh but there 
is plenty of early evidence for H3, Yah, Yo-, 
Yau-, -yah and perhaps -yo." Dr. M. Reisel, in 
The Mystm*ous Name of Y.H.W.H., said that 
the 'cvocalisation of the Tetragrammaton must 
originally have been Y ' H Q S  or YaHiiBH." 
Still, Canon D. D. Williams of Cambridge held 
that the "evidence indicates, nay almost proves, 
that Jahweh was not the true pronunciation of 
the Tetragrammaton, . . . The Name itself was 
probably JAHOH."-Zeitsch~i f t f iir die dt- 
testamentkche Wissensci~aft, Vol. 54. 

Most languages have a customary way of 
spelling and pronouncing God's name, and it 
varies from language to language. In Italian 
it is Geova, in Mjian it is Jiova, and in Danish 
the name is Jehova. Why need anyone insist 
that all persons today should strive to imitate 
some ancient Hebrew pronunciation on which 
even authorities cannot agree? As the Tiibingen 
professor Gustav Oehler said in a book after 
discussing various pronunciations: 

"From this point onward I use the word Jehovah, 
because, as a matter of fad, this name has now be- 
come mom nahrrafized in oor vocabukry, and cannot 
b. supplanted, ony more than it wwld be possible 
for th mwo correct Jarden to dispfaca the usual 
form Jodan." 

So, removing God's name from the 'New This is a sensible view, for it allows persons 
Testament" could have aided later acceptance to use a widely known pronunciation that still 

clearly identifies the Creator and God who 
of the n in i t~  doctrine, which was not taught uge, to use his name. (Isa. 42~8; Ram. 10: 
at all in the original Bible. 13) Many theologians, though, have, instead, 

For theologians, a second stumbling block chosen to quibble over technicalities and fallen 
has to do with pronouncing the Name. It is into the trap of shunning God's name. 
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