
Željko Stanojević                                                                           Institute for Hebrew Language and Literature 

1 
 

The Etymology of Matthew: From Palestinian Mattay 

through Greek and Latin to the European Languages 

Željko Stanojević 

Center for Hebrew Language and Literature 

Institute for Hebrew Language and Literature, Belgrade, Serbia 

Received: 16.01.2026. 

Accepted: 24.07.2026. 

Published: 28.07.2026. 

DOI: 

Abstract 

This study investigates the Semitic etymology of the name Matthew by examining the Hebrew 

anthroponym ּתְיָהו  Mattityāhū, its relationship to shorter Semitic forms, and the history of מַתִּ

transmission that produced the modern South Slavic names Matej and Mateja and related European 

forms. The analysis employs historical-comparative, morphological, and onomastic methods and 

draws on biblical and epigraphic Hebrew, Palestinian Jewish onomastics of the Second Temple 

period, Ugaritic and Phoenician-Punic material, West Semitic names preserved in Babylonian 

cuneiform sources, and Greek, Syriac, Latin, Old Church Slavonic, and later European attestations. 

Particular distinctions are drawn among the nominal stems mattan- and mattat-, the bound element 

mattit-, the Yahwistic elements -yāhū and -yāh, and the Palestinian anthroponym מתי mty, 

reconstructed as Mattay. Phoenician MTT and Punic MTNT constitute direct lexical parallels to 

Hebrew מַתַת mattat “gift,” but they illuminate the historical development of the element mattit- in 

Mattityāhū only indirectly. Palestinian epigraphic attestations demonstrate that mty functioned as 

a masculine personal name in the relevant chronological and geographical setting. On the basis of 

epigraphic, morphological, geographical, and textual evidence, the study concludes that Mattay is 

the most probable immediate Semitic antecedent of Greek Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος, although this 

relationship is not confirmed by a bilingual attestation of the same historical bearer. The study 

strictly distinguishes the Greek anthroponymic types Μαθθαῖος, Μαθθίας, and Ματταθίας and 

their respective Latin and European continuations. The western branch of transmission proceeds 

through Latin Matthaeus, whereas South Slavic Matej is primarily associated with the Greek–Old 

Church Slavonic tradition and does not require Latin as an intermediary. Serbian Mateja belongs 

to the same broader onomastic tradition and is fully integrated into the declension of masculine 

names ending in -a, but its direct diachronic development from Matej is not historically 

documented. The traditional gloss “gift of God” is semantically grounded in the theophoric family 

Mattityāhū/Mattityāh, but it does not constitute a direct morphological analysis of the modern 

forms Matthew or Matej. 
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1. Introduction 

Personal names constitute a distinct category of linguistic signs in which phonology, morphology, 

lexicon, religion, social history, and cultural memory intersect. Their etymological analysis cannot 

be reduced to identifying a single formally similar word and assigning its meaning to the name as 

a whole. This is particularly true of ancient Semitic anthroponyms,¹ which often represent complex 

linguistic formations based on nominal phrases, verbal clauses, theophoric elements, and 

hypocoristic forms. Hebrew personal names must therefore be studied simultaneously as linguistic 

structures and as historical documents, drawing on biblical texts, epigraphic evidence, comparative 

Semitic material, and later forms attested in other languages and writing systems. 

The subject of this study is the Hebrew anthroponym ּתְיָהו תְיָה Mattityāhū, its shorter form מַתִּ  מַתִּ

Mattityāh, and the historical development of the modern South Slavic forms Matej and Mateja. In 

popular literature, the name is most commonly translated as “gift of God,” “God’s gift,” or “gift 

of the Lord.” Such translations broadly correspond to the traditional interpretation of the name as 

a Yahwistic theophoric formation,² but they do not constitute a complete historical etymology. A 

concise lexicographical gloss may convey the general sense of the name, but it does not necessarily 

explain its internal morphological structure, the historical origin of its individual components, or 

the phonological developments that produced the attested form. 

It is therefore necessary to distinguish among historical etymology, morphological analysis, 

semantic translation, the history of transmission, and popular interpretation.³ Historical etymology 

seeks to reconstruct the origin and development of a linguistic form. Morphological analysis 

examines how a name may be segmented and understood within a particular historical stage of 

Hebrew. Semantic translation conveys the meaning of a complex name into another language, 

often without being able to preserve all of its grammatical and cultural characteristics. The history 

of transmission traces the adaptation of the name to Greek, Latin, Slavic, and Germanic 

phonological and morphological systems. Popular and religious interpretations represent a distinct 

level of reception: they may be culturally and theologically significant, but they must not 

automatically be equated with historical-linguistic reconstruction. 

The central etymological problem concerns the first element of the name, which appears as mattit- 

in the Masoretically vocalized form. Its association with the semantic field of giving and gift is 

highly probable, but its actual derivational relationship to the root נ־ת־ן n-t-n “to give” and to the 

nominal forms מַתָן mattān “gift,” מַתַת mattat “gift,” and מַתָנָה mattānāh “gift, present” requires a 

more detailed explanation. The simplified sequence  מתתיהו→ מתן → נתן  does not demonstrate how 

the specific nominal base is derived from the verbal root, how the initial /m/ is to be explained, 

why /t/ is geminated, where the vocalism of mattit- originated, or how this form relates to the 

names מַתָן Mattān and ּמַתַנְיָהו Mattanyāhū. Formal similarity and a shared semantic field are 

therefore insufficient, in themselves, to reconstruct the historical derivational pathway. 
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Particular attention will be given to the possibility that mattit- represents a form related to the noun 

 a morphologically ,נ־ת־ן mattat, a distinct deverbal nominal formation derived from the root מַתַת

adapted first component of a compound anthroponym, or an onomastic variant that arose within 

the broader system of names containing the elements mattan-, mattat-, and matti-. In this 

connection, the etymological origin of the base must be distinguished from the way in which the 

name may have been synchronically understood by speakers of Biblical and post-biblical Hebrew. 

The historical genesis of a particular form and its later linguistic interpretation may not have 

corresponded entirely. 

The second part of the name, ּ־יָהו -yāhū, belongs to the well-attested system of Yahwistic 

theophoric elements in Hebrew anthroponymy. The elements -yāhū and -yāh are associated with 

the divine name YHWH and occur in a large number of biblical and epigraphic anthroponyms. 

Their distribution, phonological forms, and position within names are significant for both linguistic 

and historical analysis. The forms -yāhū and -yāh are especially common in final position, whereas 

other realizations of the theophoric element occur in different positions. Judean names containing 

Yahwistic components are also attested in Babylonian cuneiform documents,⁴ but their syllabic 

spellings do not necessarily constitute direct and complete phonetic reproductions of Hebrew 

pronunciation. Their written representation is conditioned by the structure of the cuneiform 

system, the language of the scribe, and the limited possibilities for approximating Hebrew 

consonants and syllables. 

The comparative component of the study will include Biblical and epigraphic Hebrew, Palestinian 

Hebrew-Aramaic onomastics, Phoenician-Punic, Ugaritic, and West Semitic names preserved in 

Babylonian cuneiform sources.⁵ The aim will not be merely to collect formally similar forms, but 

to identify the morphological and semantic patterns to which they belong. Particular attention will 

be paid to anthroponyms containing the elements mtn, mtt, mattan, and mattat, as well as to 

compound names in which a nominal element meaning “gift” occurs together with the name of a 

deity. West Semitic and Judean forms attested in the Babylonian corpus demonstrate that the 

pattern “gift + divine name” formed part of a broader Northwest Semitic onomastic tradition. Such 

parallels may illuminate the structure of the name ּתְיָהו  but they must not be used as evidence ,מַתִּ

that all formally similar anthroponyms share the same linguistic origin or an identical 

morphological structure. 

Greek Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος Matthaîos, Latin Matthaeus, and the later European forms will be 

examined as stages in the historical transmission of the Semitic name. Greek and Latin are not the 

sources of its primary etymology, but intermediary languages that adapted the Semitic form to 

their own phonological, graphic, and morphological systems. Modern critical editions print 

Μαθθαῖος, whereas Ματθαῖος is a documented traditional and editorial spelling of the same 

anthroponymic type. Particular care must be taken to distinguish Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος Matthaîos, 

Μαθθίας/Ματθίας Matthías, and Ματταθίας Mattathías, since their later European continuations 

have at times converged or been confused with one another. Without this distinction, it is 

impossible to explain precisely the relationship among Matej, Mateja, Matija, Matthias, Matthew, 

and other names belonging to related, but not always identical, lines of transmission. 

The principal aim of this study is to determine the most probable morphological and etymological 

structure of the anthroponym ּתְיָהו  its position within Hebrew and the broader Northwest Semitic ,מַתִּ
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onomastic tradition, and the historical pathway through which the forms Matej and Mateja 

emerged. The analysis will employ historical-comparative, morphological, and onomastic 

methods. The conclusions will be classified according to their degree of evidential certainty. 

Evidence directly documented in textual, epigraphic, or lexicographical sources will be presented 

as established; interpretations that best account for the available linguistic facts will be classified 

as probable; and hypotheses supported by some comparative evidence but not demonstrable with 

the required degree of certainty will be identified as possible. This method is intended to show that 

the traditional translation “gift of God” is not necessarily incorrect, but that it represents the final 

semantic outcome of a complex historical process that must be explained with considerably greater 

precision than is customary in popular accounts of the name. 

Footnotes 

1. On methods for the study of Hebrew and other Northwest Semitic anthroponyms, see Noth, M. (1928) Die 

israelitischen Personennamen im Rahmen der gemeinsemitischen Namengebung. Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer; 

Fowler, J.D. (1988) Theophoric Personal Names in Ancient Hebrew: A Comparative Study. Sheffield: JSOT 

Press; Rechenmacher, H. (2012) Althebräische Personennamen. Münster: Ugarit-Verlag. 

2. The Hebrew forms ּתְיָהו תְיָה and מַתִּ  are traditionally associated with the meaning “gift” and with the מַתִּ

Yahwistic theophoric element. See Brown, F., Driver, S.R. and Briggs, C.A. (1907) A Hebrew and English 

Lexicon of the Old Testament. Oxford: Clarendon Press; Koehler, L., Baumgartner, W. and Stamm, J.J. 

(1994–2000) The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament. Leiden: Brill. 

3. On the distinction among the morphological structure, theophoric function, and historical origin of Semitic 

names, see Noth, M. (1928) Die israelitischen Personennamen im Rahmen der gemeinsemitischen 

Namengebung. Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer; Zadok, R. (1988) The Pre-Hellenistic Israelite Anthroponymy 

and Prosopography. Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 28. Leuven: Peeters; Fowler, J.D. (1988) Theophoric 

Personal Names in Ancient Hebrew: A Comparative Study. Sheffield: JSOT Press. 

4. On the distribution of Yahwistic elements in Judean names of the Iron Age and their representation in 

cuneiform sources, see Golub, M.R. (2017) ‘Personal Names in Judah in the Iron Age II’, Journal of Semitic 

Studies, 62(1), pp. 19–58. doi: 10.1093/jss/fgw042; Abraham, K. (2024) ‘Hebrew Names’, in Waerzeggers, 

C. and Groß, M.M. (eds.) Personal Names in Cuneiform Texts from Babylonia (c. 750–100 BCE). 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 139–165. doi: 10.1017/9781009291071.011. 

5. On West Semitic nominal elements meaning “gift,” Yahwistic compounds, and the criteria used for the 

linguistic classification of names, see Abraham, K. (2024) ‘Hebrew Names’, in Waerzeggers, C. and Groß, 

M.M. (eds.) Personal Names in Cuneiform Texts from Babylonia (c. 750–100 BCE). Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, pp. 139–165. doi: 10.1017/9781009291071.011; Zadok, R. (1988) The Pre-Hellenistic 

Israelite Anthroponymy and Prosopography. Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 28. Leuven: Peeters. 

2. The Hebrew and Aramaic Onomastic Family:  ,תְיָה מַתָן, מַתַנְיָה, מַתְנַי, מַתַתָה, מַתִּ

תְיָהוּ  מַתַי and ,מַתִּ

Before undertaking a direct etymological analysis of the names Matej and Mateja, it is necessary 

to distinguish among several Hebrew and Aramaic anthroponyms that belong to the same semantic 

field of giving and gift but do not necessarily represent phonological variants of a single name. 

This onomastic family includes מַתָן Mattān;  ְיָהמַתַנ  and ּמַתַנְיָהו Mattanyāh/Mattanyāhū; the 

hypocoristic form מַתְנַי Mattənay; the hapax מַתַתָה Mattattāh; the forms תְיָה תְיָהוּ and מַתִּ  מַתִּ

Mattityāh/Mattityāhū; and the Palestinian Jewish מתי mty/Mattay, attested during the Second 

Temple period and subsequently in rabbinic tradition. Distinguishing among these forms is not 

merely a matter of lexicography. The purpose of this chapter is to determine which form constitutes 

the most probable immediate Semitic counterpart of Greek Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος, from which the 

western Latin and eastern Greek–Old Church Slavonic branches of transmission subsequently 
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developed, and to what extent its derivation from Mattityāhū can be demonstrated historically and 

morphologically. The basic working hypothesis is that Matej and Matija belong to the same 

broader onomastic family, but that their immediate lines of transmission are not identical.¹ 

The simplest form in the group under consideration is מַתָן Mattān. In Biblical Hebrew, the same 

form functions both as a common noun meaning “gift, present” and as a masculine personal name. 

As a common noun, it occurs, among other passages, in Genesis 34:12, Numbers 18:11, and 

Proverbs 18:16, 19:6, and 21:14. As an anthroponym, it designates the priest of Baal mentioned in 

the parallel accounts in 2 Kings 11:18 and 2 Chronicles 23:17, as well as the father of Shephatiah 

in Jeremiah 38:1. The identity of the common-noun and anthroponymic forms demonstrates that 

the noun “gift” could function directly as a personal name without the formal expression of a divine 

name.² 

Matan is therefore best described as a single-element nominal or symbolic name meaning “gift.” 

The form itself does not indicate who was conceived as the giver of the gift. In a particular religious 

setting, a divine giver may have been implicitly understood, but such a contextual interpretation is 

not equivalent to the presence of a theophoric element in the name’s morphological structure. The 

fact that one biblical bearer of the name Matan was a priest of Baal primarily demonstrates that 

the name itself contained no explicit Yahwistic marker. By itself, however, this fact proves neither 

the origin nor the distribution of the stem in other Northwest Semitic languages. 

Such a broader distribution is confirmed by extrabiblical sources. The names Mattanu, written ma-

at-ta-nu, and Mattannāya, written ma-tan-na-a-a, are attested in the Babylonian cuneiform corpus. 

Modern analysis associates both forms with the Northwest Semitic stem mtn “gift,” with the latter 

form containing the hypocoristic ending -ay. The names can be explained within several Northwest 

Semitic dialects and cannot be classified as exclusively Phoenician or Hebrew on the basis of their 

forms alone. This evidence confirms that the stem mattan- belonged to the broader Northwest 

Semitic onomastic inventory.³ 

A transparent theophoric extension of the same nominal stem is represented by the name מַתַנְיָה or 

 Mattanyāh/Mattanyāhū. It is attested sixteen times in the Masoretic Text and designates מַתַנְיָהוּ

several different individuals. Among them is the Judean king originally named Mattaniah, whose 

name Nebuchadnezzar changed to Zedekiah, according to 2 Kings 24:17. Other bearers occur 

particularly in Levitical, musical, genealogical, and postexilic contexts in Chronicles, Ezra, and 

Nehemiah. The segmentation of this name is relatively straightforward: the first component 

corresponds to the nominal stem מַתָן mattān “gift,” while the final ־יָה or ּ־יָהו represents the 

Yahwistic element. The name may therefore legitimately be rendered “gift of YHWH,” “YHWH’s 

gift,” or, in a broader translation, “gift of God.”⁴ 

An important extrabiblical parallel is the name Mattan-Yāma, written in cuneiform as ma-tan-ia-

a-ma. It is attested in documents from the archive of the Murašû mercantile family at Nippur, 

which cover the second half of the fifth century BCE. One Mattan-Yāma, the son of Amuš or 

Hawšiʿ, appears in documents associated with the landed estates of the Persian queen Parysatis, 

the wife of Darius II. In the documents PBS 2/1 50 and PBS 2/1 60, he collected rent or witnessed 

payments associated with the queen’s estate. In the earlier document EE 113, he appears among 

four Judeans who, as representatives of the local community, undertook to repay a debt through 
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labor. His status should not be simplistically described as that of an ordinary slave: in an 

administrative context, the term ardu could designate a dependent official, representative, or 

administrative intermediary, and his precise legal and social status must therefore be determined 

in relation to the specific documentary context. Alstola concludes that Mattan-Yāma was probably 

a prominent representative of the local Judean community who later served within the 

administration of Parysatis’s estate.⁵ 

The interpretation of the ending -ia-a-ma as a realization of the Yahwistic element does not rest on 

formal similarity alone. Cuneiform sources preserve a series of names in which final -Yāma 

appears as a Babylonian graphic realization of the abbreviated divine name, while some forms are 

also attested in parallel alphabetic spellings. Modern analysis therefore translates Mattan-Yāma as 

“gift of Y” or “YHWH’s gift.” In its general survey, the same source glosses the nominal element 

mattan as “gift/creation,” but in its discussion of the specific name Mattan-Yāma it adopts the 

meaning “gift.” The alternative gloss “creation” should therefore not be presented as an equally 

valid translation of this anthroponym, but rather as a broader possibility in the classification of the 

nominal element.⁶ 

This attestation demonstrates that the combination mattan + Yahwistic element genuinely existed 

in Judean onomastics during the fifth century BCE. Nevertheless, one individual and a small 

number of documents cannot by themselves establish the frequency or general distribution of a 

particular naming pattern. The significance of the form Mattan-Yāma lies primarily in the fact that 

it independently confirms a morphological type corresponding to the biblical 

Mattanyāh/Mattanyāhū and demonstrates how that type could be represented in the Babylonian 

syllabic script. 

The form מַתְנַי Mattənay, which may be rendered as Matenaj in Serbian transcription, is directly 

associated with the name Mattaniah. It is attested in the Hebrew Bible in Ezra 10:33 and 10:37, 

where it designates two individuals included in the list of men who had foreign wives, and in 

Nehemiah 12:19, where it occurs as the name of the priestly representative of the house of Joiarib 

in the time of Joiakim. Traditional lexicography identifies Mattənay as a shortened form of 

Mattanyāh. Such an analysis is morphologically probable: the nominal stem mtn remains 

recognizable, while the full final theophoric element has been replaced by the hypocoristic ending 

-ay.⁷ 

Matenaj demonstrates that the abbreviation of a theophoric name did not necessarily involve the 

simple loss of its final syllable. Hypocoristic formation could reshape the ending of the name in 

such a way that the divine element was no longer transparent. Nevertheless, this example does not 

demonstrate that every anthroponym ending in -ay represents an abbreviated Yahwistic form. 

Modern analysis of Judean and other West Semitic names in Babylonian sources expressly 

cautions that the endings -ay, -ayya, -ī, and related forms functioned as general hypocoristic 

suffixes. To derive a particular short form reliably from a full theophoric name, direct textual or 

prosopographical evidence is required, such as an instance in which the same individual is recorded 

under both the full and abbreviated forms in different documents.⁸ 

This qualification is of central importance for the relationship between Mattənay and Mattay. Their 

formal similarity may point to a shared hypocoristic pattern, but the two forms are not identical. 
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Mattənay contains the consonant n, which belongs to the stem mtn, whereas Mattay does not. 

Matenaj therefore provides a relevant parallel for the abbreviation of compound names, but it 

cannot by itself represent the immediate antecedent of the name Matej. 

In Ezra 10:33, immediately after the name Mattənay, the anthroponym מַתַתָה Mattattāh occurs. It 

is a name attested only once, and its internal structure cannot therefore be reconstructed with 

certainty. The initial sequence מתת formally associates it with the noun מַתַת mattat “gift” and with 

other names containing the stem mtt, but the function of the final -āh has not been securely 

established. In the absence of concrete onomastic parallels, it is not justified to claim that this 

ending represents a remnant of a full theophoric element, a distinct name-forming suffix, or the 

result of abbreviation. In this chapter, Mattattāh can therefore be classified only as a formally 

related but etymologically insufficiently understood member of the family under consideration.⁹ 

A second clearly attested theophoric type is represented by the forms ּתְיָהו תְיָה Mattityāhū and מַתִּ  מַתִּ

Mattityāh. Together, the two forms occur eight times in the Masoretic Text. The longer form is 

attested in 1 Chronicles 15:18, 15:21, 25:3, and 25:21, while the shorter form occurs in 1 

Chronicles 9:31 and 16:5, Ezra 10:43, and Nehemiah 8:4. Of these eight attestations, BDB 

prosopographically groups the longer forms in 1 Chronicles 15:18, 15:21, 25:3, and 25:21 with the 

shorter form in 1 Chronicles 16:5 as the name of a single Levitical musician, whereas the 

attestations in 1 Chronicles 9:31, Ezra 10:43, and Nehemiah 8:4 refer to other bearers. This subset 

provides strong, although not entirely explicit, evidence that -yāhū and -yāh could alternate in the 

name of the same individual.¹⁰ 

The first element of this name, תְ־  mattan- in the name מַתַן mattit-, is formally distinct from מַתִּ

Mattaniah. Mattanyāhū and Mattityāhū should therefore not be presented as two vocalizations of 

the same consonantal form, despite their similar traditional translation, “gift of YHWH.” The 

former name contains the sequence מתן, while the latter contains מתת. Traditional lexicography 

associates mattit- with the noun מַתַת mattat “gift,” but the Masoretic form is not mattat-yāhū; it is 

mattit-yāhū. The relationship between the vocalisms mattat and mattit therefore requires a separate 

philological explanation. For the purposes of the present chapter, it is sufficient to establish that 

the semantic association with “gift” is firmly rooted in traditional lexicography, while the specific 

morphological development has not yet been demonstrated. The possible explanations belong to 

the following chapter and cannot be selected in advance without comparative analysis. 

Of direct relevance to the history of the form Matej is the Palestinian Jewish form מַתַי, together 

with the unvocalized spellings מתי and מתאי, Mattay, which is attested during the Second Temple 

period and subsequently in rabbinic tradition. One well-known rabbinic attestation occurs in the 

Babylonian Talmud, Sanhedrin 43a, where Mattay is listed among the disciples of Yeshu. In that 

passage, the name is incorporated into a wordplay involving the interrogative adverb מתי “when,” 

but this wordplay does not constitute an etymological explanation of the anthroponym. It confirms 

that Mattay functioned as a personal name in rabbinic tradition, whereas the Palestinian epigraphic 

attestations examined in Chapter 6 are more decisive for its earlier history.¹¹ 

The Talmudic attestation is chronologically too late to demonstrate by itself that Mattay was the 

immediate antecedent of Greek Ματθαῖος in the first century. For this question, the Palestinian 

onomastic corpus of the Hellenistic and early Roman periods is more important. In her lexicon of 
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Palestinian Jewish names between 330 BCE and 200 CE, Tal Ilan brought together several forms 

belonging to this onomastic family. According to Bauckham’s analysis of her corpus, the broader 

Mattathias/Mattityāh name family was very widespread, with a total of 62 attestations of its various 

forms. The most frequent were forms of the Mattiya, Mattiyah, Ματθίας, and Ματταθίας types, 

while Mattaios/Mattai and related short forms were considerably less common. Citing Ilan, 

Bauckham identifies seven attestations on pages 191–193, including Ματθαῖος, Mattay, Mattayo, 

and Mattayu.¹² 

These data demonstrate that Mattay was not merely a late Talmudic construction. According to 

Bauckham’s classification of Ilan’s corpus, all forms belonging to the family occur 62 times, seven 

of which belong to the Mattaios/Mattai group. These figures are cited here as Bauckham’s total 

rather than as a new independent recount of Ilan’s corpus. The form Mattay existed in Palestinian 

Jewish onomastics during the period relevant to New Testament Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος, although it 

was less common than forms of the Mattiya or Mattiyah type. Nevertheless, the available evidence 

does not permit a complete reconstruction of its historical relationship to Mattityāhū. The most 

cautious formulation is that Mattay represents the most probable Semitic counterpart of Greek 

Ματθαῖος and probably belonged to the hypocoristic forms of the broader Mattityāh/Mattityāhū 

family. The claim that it arose directly and exclusively through the abbreviation of that particular 

full form requires further morphological argumentation. 

The Greek forms must likewise be strictly distinguished. Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος is the New 

Testament anthroponymic type from which Latin Matthaeus and later European forms such as 

Matej, Matteo, Matthieu, and Matthew developed. Μαθθίας/Ματθίας represents a separate Greek 

anthroponymic type, attested, among other places, in Acts for Matthias, who was chosen to replace 

Judas. Ματταθίας represents the longer form known from the Greek Jewish tradition, especially 

from 1 Maccabees. These forms belong, or very probably belong, to the same broader Semitic 

family, but they are not merely arbitrary graphic variants. Bauckham’s analysis of Ilan’s corpus 

indicates that Mattaios/Mattai and Mattias/Mattiyah could have been understood as distinct forms, 

and perhaps even as distinct names, although their common origin remained recognizable.¹³ 

Modern critical editions of the New Testament print Μαθθαῖος, whereas Ματθαῖος is a 

documented traditional and editorial spelling of the same anthroponymic type. Both spellings must 

be distinguished from the separate types Μαθθίας/Ματθίας and Ματταθίας. The detailed 

manuscript distribution of the θθ/τθ alternation belongs to a separate chapter devoted to Greek and 

Latin mediation. 

On the basis of the evidence analyzed above, three formally distinct, although semantically related, 

lines can be identified. The first consists of מַתָן Mattān “gift,” from which מַתַנְיָהוּ/מַתַנְיָה 

Mattanyāhū/Mattanyāh was transparently formed, while מַתְנַי Mattənay is probably its hypocoristic 

form. The second comprises the stem מַתַת mattat and the theophoric forms  ִּתְיָהמַת תְיָהוּ/מַתִּ  

Mattityāhū/Mattityāh, although the historical relationship between mattat and mattit still requires 

explanation. The third consists of Mattay, the most probable Semitic counterpart of Greek 

Ματθαῖος and the form of greatest immediate importance for the history of the names Matej and 

Mateja. 
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The value of this differentiation lies in its prevention of two opposing errors. The first would be 

the complete separation of the name Matej from the Mattityāhū family, even though the Palestinian 

onomastic evidence demonstrates their close relationship. The second would be the direct 

derivation of Matej from the full Masoretic ּתְיָהו  without accounting for the hypocoristic form מַתִּ

Mattay and the Greek intermediary Ματθαῖος. At this stage, it may therefore be concluded that 

Matej, Matija, and Matatija belong, or very probably belong, to the same broader Semitic 

onomastic family based on the semantic field “to give, gift,” but that they continue different 

immediate forms: Matej continues the Mattay–Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος line; Matija continues a line 

associated with Μαθθίας/Ματθίας–Matthias; and Matatija continues the longer Ματταθίας–

Matthathias type. The precise morphological pathway from the root נ־ת־ן to the stems mattan-, 

mattat-, mattit-, and Mattay is the subject of the following chapter. 

Footnotes 

1. For the Serbian classification of the names under consideration, see Stanojević, Ž. (2026) ‘Onomastikon 

biblijskih imena. Tom I: Starozavetna imena’. Preview, pp. 417–418, s.v. “Matan,” “Matanija,” “Matenaj,” 

“Matija,” and “Matej.” The Onomasticon is used here as a supplementary source for Serbian transcription 

and classification, whereas the central historical and morphological conclusions are based on biblical, 

epigraphic, and comparative evidence. 

2. Brown, F., Driver, S.R. and Briggs, C.A. (1907) A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament. 

Oxford: Clarendon Press, s.v. I מַתָן and II מַתָן. The biblical attestations were checked against the Masoretic 

text of the passages cited. 

3. Zadok, R. (2024) ‘Phoenician and Related Canaanite Names’, in Waerzeggers, C. and Groß, M.M. (eds.) 

Personal Names in Cuneiform Texts from Babylonia (c. 750–100 BCE). Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, pp. 166–184, especially p. 177. doi: 10.1017/9781009291071.012. Zadok associates the forms Mattanu 

and Mattannāya with the stem mtn “gift” and emphasizes that they can be explained within several Northwest 

Semitic dialects rather than exclusively within Phoenician. 

4. Brown, F., Driver, S.R. and Briggs, C.A. (1907) A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament. 

Oxford: Clarendon Press, s.v. ּמַתַנְיָהו and מַתַנְיָה. The corpus records sixteen occurrences of the forms 

Mattanyāh/Mattanyāhū. 

5. Alstola, T. (2019) Judeans in Babylonia: A Study of Deportees in the Sixth and Fifth Centuries BCE. Culture 

and History of the Ancient Near East 109. Leiden and Boston: Brill, pp. 181–183. The documents PBS 2/1 

50 and 60 associate Mattan-Yāma with the administration of Parysatis’s estate, while EE 113 indicates his 

earlier position among representatives of the local Judean community. 

6. Abraham, K. (2024) ‘Hebrew Names’, in Waerzeggers, C. and Groß, M.M. (eds.) Personal Names in 

Cuneiform Texts from Babylonia (c. 750–100 BCE). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 139–165. 

The name ma-tan-ia-a-ma is translated as ‘Gift of Y’, and its classification is supported by Yahwistic names 

occurring in the same documentary context. 

7. Brown, F., Driver, S.R. and Briggs, C.A. (1907) A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament. 

Oxford: Clarendon Press, s.v. מַתְנַי; Stanojević, Ž. (2026) ‘Onomastikon biblijskih imena. Tom I: 

Starozavetna imena’. Preview, p. 418, s.v. “Matenaj.” The Hebrew forms were checked in Ezra 10:33, 10:37, 

and Nehemiah 12:19. 

8. Abraham, K. (2024) ‘Hebrew Names’, in Waerzeggers, C. and Groß, M.M. (eds.) Personal Names in 

Cuneiform Texts from Babylonia (c. 750–100 BCE). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 139–165. 

doi: 10.1017/9781009291071.011, pp. 155–158. The author emphasizes that hypocoristic endings do not in 

themselves constitute evidence of Yahwistic origin and cites examples of individuals attested under both full 

and abbreviated forms of their names in different documents. 

9. Brown, F., Driver, S.R. and Briggs, C.A. (1907) A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament. 

Oxford: Clarendon Press, s.v. מַתַתָה. The name is attested only in Ezra 10:33. 

10. Brown, F., Driver, S.R. and Briggs, C.A. (1907) A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament. 

Oxford: Clarendon Press, s.v. ּתְיָהו תְיָה and מַתִּ  BDB groups 1 Chronicles 15:18, 15:21, 25:3, and 25:21 with .מַתִּ

the shorter form in 16:5 and distinguishes three additional bearers of the name. 
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11. Babylonian Talmud, Sanhedrin 43a. The form מתאי is incorporated into a midrashic wordplay involving מתי 

“when”; the passage provides evidence for the use of the name in rabbinic tradition, but it does not constitute 

independent evidence for its etymology. 

12. Ilan, T. (2002) Lexicon of Jewish Names in Late Antiquity. Part I: Palestine 330 BCE–200 CE. Tübingen: 

Mohr Siebeck, pp. 191–193; Bauckham, R. (2017) Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness 

Testimony. 2nd edn. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans. Drawing on Ilan’s corpus, Bauckham records 62 

attestations of all forms belonging to this name family, seven of which belong to Mattaios/Mattai and directly 

related forms. He refers specifically to Ilan, pp. 191–193, nos. 16, 32, 40, 43, 45, 52, and 53. 

13. Bauckham, R. (2017) Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony. 2nd edn. Grand 

Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, chapter on the names of the Twelve. According to his analysis of Ilan’s corpus, forms 

of the Mattiya/Mattiyah and Ματθίας types occur 32 times, while Mattaios/Mattai is attested seven times. 

Bauckham leaves open the possibility that the different forms were perceived as distinct names despite their 

etymological relationship. 

3. The Hebrew Nominal Stems mattan-, mattat-, and mattit- and Their 

Relationship to the Root נתן 

The forms מַתָן Mattān, ּמַתַנְיָה/מַתַנְיָהו Mattanyāh/Mattanyāhū, מַתְנַי Mattənay, מַתַת mattat, 

תְ  תְיָהוּמַתִּ יָה/מַתִּ  Mattityāh/Mattityāhū, and Palestinian Jewish מתי mty belong to a common or closely 

related semantic field, but they do not constitute successive stages in a single linear development. 

This chapter examines their internal Hebrew morphology; the non-Hebrew comparative evidence 

is treated separately in Chapter 5. 

The term root denotes the abstract radical structure underlying a lexical family, in this case 

synchronic Hebrew נ־ת־ן n-t-n “to give.” A nominal stem denotes a concrete form that functions 

as a noun or as a component of a name, such as mattan-, mattat-, or mattit-. A theophoric element 

directly denotes a deity, whereas a hypocoristic is a conventional shortened or morphologically 

reshaped form of a longer name. Distinguishing among these levels prevents the root ntn from 

being identified with the attested nominal and anthroponymic forms. 

The lexical family associated with the Hebrew root נ־ת־ן includes the nouns מַתָן mattān “gift, 

present,” מַתַת mattat “gift,” and מַתָנָה mattānāh “gift, present.” The history of the root is not entirely 

transparent, since other Northwest Semitic languages preserve forms with initial y. Garnier and 

Jacques explain the relationship among earlier *y, Hebrew n, and geminated t by means of a rule 

involving the assimilation of pretonic *y to a following coronal consonant. For מַתָן, they 

reconstruct the pattern *ma-WTáN-u-, which accounts for the form more systematically than the 

simplified derivation *mantan- > mattān. This reconstruction is a historical-phonological 

hypothesis, whereas Masoretic מַתָן is the directly attested form.¹ 

The initial m- in מַתָן belongs to the nominal formation and is not a radical of the synchronic root 

 The noun could function directly as a single-element personal name meaning “gift,” without .נ־ת־ן

a formally expressed giver. In a religious context, the gift may have been understood as originating 

from a deity, but such a pragmatic interpretation is not equivalent to the morphological presence 

of a theophoric element.² 

In the names מַתַנְיָה Mattanyāh and ּמַתַנְיָהו Mattanyāhū, the structure is more transparent: the nominal 

stem mattan- precedes the final Yahwistic element -yāh or -yāhū. The translations “YHWH’s gift” 

and “gift of YHWH” therefore correspond directly to the formal components of the name.³ 
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Biblical מַתְנַי Mattənay is traditionally interpreted as a hypocoristic form of Mattanyāh. This 

analysis is morphologically persuasive because the stem mtn remains recognizable, while the full 

theophoric ending is replaced by the suffix -ay. Nevertheless, in the absence of evidence that the 

same individual bore both the full and shortened forms of the name, the relationship should be 

classified as probable rather than as directly demonstrated prosopographically. The ending -ay is 

not exclusively Yahwistic and does not by itself establish the full form from which every short 

name originated.⁴ 

Mattənay and Mattay cannot be identified with one another. Mattənay preserves the consonant /n/ 

from the stem mattan-, whereas the spelling מתי mty does not contain this consonant. Their shared 

final -ay demonstrates only that both forms may be compared with the broader practice of 

hypocoristic formation; it does not demonstrate that one developed directly from the other. 

Hebrew מַתַת mattat “gift” belongs to the same semantic field, but it is not consonantally identical 

to mattān: the former ends in /t/, whereas the latter ends in /n/. Mattat should therefore not be 

presented as merely a differently vocalized form of mattān. Their historical association with the 

lexical family “to give/gift” is secure at the semantic level, whereas their precise morphological 

relationship requires comparative evidence.⁵ 

The greatest internal difficulty concerns the relationship between mattat and the bound element 

mattit- in the names תְיָה תְיָהוּ Mattityāh and מַתִּ  Mattityāhū. The Masoretic form is not מַתִּ

*Mattatyāhū but Mattityāhū, with the vowel /i/ in the first component. No generally accepted rule 

that fully accounts for this vocalism was identified in the literature consulted. Mattit- may represent 

a bound onomastic allomorph, an older nominal form, an analogical formation, or a distinct 

development at the boundary between the components, but none of these possibilities is 

sufficiently documented to be regarded as demonstrated.⁶ 

The unresolved morphology of mattit- does not invalidate the semantic analysis of Mattityāhū. 

The Yahwistic element is transparent, and the first component belongs to the lexical family 

meaning “gift.” “YHWH’s gift” is therefore a justified semantic translation, provided that it is 

explicitly acknowledged that the specific historical development mattat–mattit- remains 

unresolved.⁷ 

For the history of the form Matej, the most important evidence is the Palestinian consonantal form 

 mty, documented during the Second Temple period and subsequently in Jewish manuscript מתי

and rabbinic traditions. Its vocalization as Mattay is highly probable, but the epigraphic evidence 

directly attests only m-t-y. Mattay’s affiliation with the broader Mattityāh(ū) family is likewise 

highly probable, whereas the particular full name from which it may have developed is not 

documented.⁸ 

The Hebrew evidence therefore points to three distinct lines: mattan- in Mattān/Mattanyāh(ū), 

mattat–mattit- in Mattityāh(ū), and the short form mty/Mattay as the Palestinian form of immediate 

relevance to the emergence of Greek Μαθθαῖος. Their shared semantics do not eliminate the 

differences in their morphology or evidential status. 

Table 1. Hebrew Forms and Their Morphological Status 
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Form Status Morphological analysis Relevance to Matej 

 Mattān מַתָן
Noun and 

personal name 

Single-element form 

meaning “gift” 

Semantic basis; no expressed 

theophoric component 

 מַתַנְיָה)וּ(

Mattanyāh(ū) 

Full theophoric 

name 
mattan- + -yāh(ū) 

Transparent meaning “YHWH’s 

gift” 

 Mattənay מַתְנַי
Probable 

hypocoristic 
mtn + -ay 

Typological parallel, not the 

immediate antecedent of Mattay 

תַתמַ   mattat 
Noun meaning 

“gift” 

Distinct nominal stem 

ending in -t 

Direct Hebrew lexical member of 

the family 

תְיָה)וּ(  מַתִּ

Mattityāh(ū) 

Full theophoric 

name 
mattit- + -yāh(ū) 

Meaning transparent; 

development mattat–mattit- 

unresolved 

 mty / Mattay מתי
Palestinian 

personal name 

Vocalization 

reconstructed 

Most probable immediate Semitic 

antecedent of Μαθθαῖος 

Footnotes 

1. Huehnergard, J. (2006) ‘Hebrew Verbs I-w/y and a Proto-Semitic Sound Rule’, in Kogan, L., Koslova, N., 

Loesov, S. and Tishchenko, S. (eds.) Memoriae Igor M. Diakonoff. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, pp. 457–

474; Garnier, R. and Jacques, G. (2012) ‘A Neglected Phonetic Law: The Assimilation of Pretonic Yod to a 

Following Coronal in North-West Semitic’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 75(1), 

pp. 135–145, especially p. 140. doi: 10.1017/S0041977X11001261. 

2. Brown, F., Driver, S.R. and Briggs, C.A. (1907) A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament. 

Oxford: Clarendon Press, s.v. מַתָן; Koehler, L., Baumgartner, W. and Stamm, J.J. (1994–2000) The Hebrew 

and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament. Leiden: Brill, s.v. מַתָן. 

3. Brown, F., Driver, S.R. and Briggs, C.A. (1907) A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament. 

Oxford: Clarendon Press, s.vv. מַתַנְיָה and ּמַתַנְיָהו; Frank, A. and Rechenmacher, H. (2020) Morphologie, 

Syntax und Semantik althebräischer Personennamen. München/Würzburg, pp. 24–41. doi: 

10.5282/ubm/epub.73364. 

4. Brown, F., Driver, S.R. and Briggs, C.A. (1907) A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament. 

Oxford: Clarendon Press, s.v. מַתְנַי; Abraham, K. (2024) ‘Hebrew Names’, in Waerzeggers, C. and Groß, 

M.M. (eds.) Personal Names in Cuneiform Texts from Babylonia (c. 750–100 BCE). Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, pp. 139–165, sections ‘Abbreviated Yahwistic Names’ and ‘Non-Yahwistic Hebrew Names 

and Hypocoristica’. doi: 10.1017/9781009291071.011. 

5. Brown, F., Driver, S.R. and Briggs, C.A. (1907) A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament. 

Oxford: Clarendon Press, s.v. מַתַת; Koehler, L., Baumgartner, W. and Stamm, J.J. (1994–2000) The Hebrew 

and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament. Leiden: Brill, s.v. מַתַת; Clines, D.J.A. (ed.) (1993–2011) The 

Dictionary of Classical Hebrew. Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, relevant entry. 

6. Brown, F., Driver, S.R. and Briggs, C.A. (1907) A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament. 

Oxford: Clarendon Press, s.vv. תְיָה תְיָהוּ and מַתִּ  Koehler, L., Baumgartner, W. and Stamm, J.J. (1994–2000) ;מַתִּ

The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament. Leiden: Brill, same entries. The lexicographical 

association with “gift” does not constitute evidence for a particular phonological development from mattat 

to mattit-. 

7. Frank, A. and Rechenmacher, H. (2020) Morphologie, Syntax und Semantik althebräischer Personennamen. 

München/Würzburg. doi: 10.5282/ubm/epub.73364, pp. 24–41; Rechenmacher, H. (2012) Althebräische 

Personennamen. Münster: Ugarit-Verlag, relevant entries. 

8. Ilan, T. (2002) Lexicon of Jewish Names in Late Antiquity. Part I: Palestine 330 BCE–200 CE. Tübingen: 

Mohr Siebeck, pp. 191–193. doi: 10.1628/978-3-16-158793-1; Cotton, H.M. et al. (eds.) (2010) Corpus 

Inscriptionum Iudaeae/Palaestinae. Volume I: Jerusalem, Part 1. Berlin and New York: De Gruyter, nos. 481 

and 489, pp. 504 and 510. 
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4. The Yahwistic Theophoric Elements -yāhū and -yāh in Hebrew 

Anthroponymy 

The forms ּמַתַנְיָהו Mattanyāhū, מַתַנְיָה Mattanyāh, ּתְיָהו תְיָה Mattityāhū, and מַתִּ  Mattityāh contain a מַתִּ

final onomastic element associated with the divine name יהוה YHWH. Their analysis requires a 

distinction among the full Tetragrammaton YHWH, the independent short form ּיָה yāh, the initial 

onomastic realizations Yəhô-/Yô-, and the final realizations -yāhū/-yāh. All these forms belong to 

the Yahwistic onomastic tradition, but they are not entirely free graphic or phonological variants. 

Their distribution depends on their position within the name, chronology, geographical origin, 

linguistic corpus, and the scribal system in which the name was recorded. 

A theophoric element is a component of a personal name that refers directly to a particular deity. 

In ancient Hebrew anthroponyms, the divine element may function, among other possibilities, as 

the grammatical subject of a verbal statement, the possessor in a construction expressing 

possession, a constituent of a nominal clause, or part of other syntactic structures characteristic of 

sentential and phrasal names. Given the diversity of the ancient Hebrew onomasticon, it is not 

justified to reduce all theophoric anthroponyms to a single grammatical pattern.¹ 

In names of the Mattanyāhū type, the final Yahwistic element is most naturally understood as 

marking the divine possessor: mattan “gift” + YHWH, that is, “YHWH’s gift.” In other names, 

YHWH may function as the grammatical subject of a verbal predicate, as in types meaning 

“YHWH has given,” “YHWH has heard,” or “YHWH has helped.” The precise syntactic analysis 

depends on the morphology and meaning of the first element, but final -yāhū and -yāh share the 

same referential function: both designate the God of Israel. 

The independent form ּיָה yāh is also attested outside anthroponymy, particularly in biblical poetry 

and liturgical formulas. Its existence demonstrates that onomastic -yāh is not merely a graphic 

abbreviation arbitrarily created by copyists, but corresponds to a genuinely existing short 

realization of the divine name. Nevertheless, neither independent yāh nor forms containing -yāhū 

provide sufficient evidence by themselves for a complete reconstruction of the historical 

pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton. They confirm particular phonological and syllabic 

components of the Yahwistic element, but do not necessarily preserve its full independent 

realization.² 

Hebrew anthroponymy exhibits a clear correlation between the position of the theophoric element 

and its form. In final position, the longer -yāhū, consonantally יהו, and the shorter -yāh, 

consonantally יה, occur. In initial position, Yəhô-, most commonly represented by the spelling יהו, 

and the shorter Yô-, represented by יו, are found. The initial and final realizations belong to the 

same divine name, but their phonological developments are not entirely parallel. Their form is 

affected by stress, syllable structure, the position of the element, the boundary between 

components, and onomastic convention. 

The pair Mattityāhū/Mattityāh may therefore be compared with pairs such as Yəhônātān/Yônātān 

or Yəhôyāqîm/Yôyāqîm only at the level of a broader principle: the Yahwistic element may have 
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longer and shorter positional realizations. Such a comparison does not imply that initial Yəhô- 

developed into Yô- through exactly the same process as final -yāhū developed into -yāh. 

The epigraphic forms yhw, yh, and yw represent consonantal spellings and do not directly record 

all vowels. Their phonological interpretation is based on a combination of the Masoretic tradition, 

Greek and cuneiform transcriptions, parallel forms of the same name, and internal Hebrew 

morphology. It is therefore methodologically necessary to distinguish between spelling and 

proposed vocalization: epigraphic יהו may be transliterated neutrally as yhw, whereas -yāhū or 

Yəhô- is used when referring to its presumed realization in a particular position. 

The biblical distribution of Yahwistic forms is not uniform. In his diachronic analysis of the 

biblical onomasticon, Hornkohl proposes three broad tendencies: the relative rarity of Yahwistic 

names in traditions depicting the premonarchic period, the widespread occurrence of names with 

long final -yāhū during the divided monarchy, and the increase, or predominance, of shorter -yāh 

in the postexilic onomasticon. This model represents a distributional tendency rather than a 

mechanical instrument for dating every individual text or name.³ 

This distribution is directly relevant to the relationship between Mattityāhū and Mattityāh. The 

longer form belongs to a type particularly well represented in Judean anthroponymy of the 

monarchic period, whereas the shorter form became especially productive in later Hebrew. 

Nevertheless, the biblical corpus preserves both forms, sometimes in closely related textual 

contexts. It is therefore impossible to establish an absolute division according to which every form 

in -yāhū is necessarily early and every form in -yāh necessarily late. A later text may preserve an 

inherited older name, while the alternation may reflect different sources, parallel onomastic usage, 

or the history of textual transmission. 

Epigraphic evidence makes it possible to test the biblical distribution against independent material. 

In a corpus of 799 names from 66 archaeological sites in the Land of Israel and Transjordan, Golub 

distinguished the Yahwistic elements yhw, yh, and yw rather than combining them into a single 

category. Her results indicate that yhw and yh are characteristic primarily of the Judean 

onomasticon, whereas yw is particularly associated with northern Israelite names. This distribution 

demonstrates that the differences among Yahwistic forms are not merely chronological, but also 

geographical and dialectal.⁴ 

This correlation is not an absolute rule applicable to every individual attestation. It represents a 

statistical pattern within a corpus whose sites and archaeological contexts are known. Its evidential 

value lies in demonstrating that the selection of a Yahwistic form may be connected with regional 

onomastic practice rather than solely with the phonological shortening of a single universal form. 

In a study of 625 name records from 40 Judean sites, Golub distinguished the total number of 

epigraphic attestations from the number of distinct bearers. After duplicate records referring to the 

same individuals had been removed, her basic Judean corpus comprised 533 named individuals, 

of whom 510 could be included in chronological analyses. Among theophoric names, yhw 

accounts for 74%, with its proportion increasing from 56% in the eighth century to 79% during 

the seventh and early sixth centuries BCE. Shorter yh and northern Israelite yw are considerably 

less frequent in this Judean corpus.⁵ 
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The same study demonstrates that the position of the theophoric element is not random. In Judean 

names, yhw is particularly frequent in final position, whereas the few attestations of yw occur in 

initial position. Because of the small number of attestations of yh and yw, Golub appropriately 

cautions that conclusions concerning their internal distribution cannot be statistically as strong as 

those concerning yhw. 

A comparison of biblical and epigraphic names further demonstrates that the biblical onomasticon 

is not a neutral inventory of all historically attested regional forms. Golub finds that the Yahwistic 

elements in the biblical names of Judean bearers correspond relatively closely to the Judean 

archaeological evidence, whereas the names of northern Israelite bearers in the biblical text do not 

consistently reflect the historical northern Israelite predominance of the form yw. This may have 

resulted from the transmission and redaction of northern traditions within a Judean scribal 

environment.⁶ 

In a separate analysis of the alternation among יהו, יה, and יו in names from Samuel, Kings, and 

Chronicles, Golub identified 21 individuals whose names alternate between final yhw and yh. 

Nineteen of these alternations occur within the same source or even within the same chapter. She 

concludes that such variation cannot be explained solely as the result of accidental scribal errors, 

but represents a systemic feature of biblical onomastic transmission. Final yhw alternates with yh, 

whereas initial yhw alternates with yw; direct yh–yw alternation is not attested in the material 

examined.⁷ 

Olivero’s study is particularly significant for the question of the emergence of the shorter final 

form. On the basis of the available epigraphic evidence, Olivero attempts to place the appearance 

and diffusion of final -yāh within an absolute chronology. According to his proposal, the transition 

from the longer Yahwistic ending to the shorter form should be viewed in the context of Assyrian 

domination during the second half of the eighth and throughout the seventh centuries BCE. 

Deportations and the settlement of diverse populations may have contributed to the formal 

convergence of the short Yahwistic element with the widespread hypocoristic ending -īya.⁸ 

Olivero’s analysis does not reduce the change to the simple loss of a final vowel or consonant. It 

proposes a sociohistorical model for the diffusion of the shorter form and for the analogical 

influence of pre-existing hypocoristic patterns. This explanation should be presented as a reasoned 

hypothesis rather than as a fully demonstrated history of every individual name. 

At the synchronic level, Mattityāh contains the shorter realization of the Yahwistic element -yāh, 

in contrast to the longer -yāhū in Mattityāhū. At the level of the onomastic system, -yāh is 

historically associated with the shortening and diffusion of the shorter Yahwistic form. 

Nevertheless, it need not be assumed that every individual anthroponym ending in -yāh developed 

directly from an earlier attested form of the same person’s name ending in -yāhū. 

It is also necessary to distinguish the shorter realization of the theophoric element from the 

hypocoristic abbreviation of the entire name. In Mattityāh, the divine element has not been 

removed: -yāh still directly designates YHWH, and the name therefore remains transparently 

theophoric. By contrast, in a hypocoristic name such as Mattay, the full theophoric antecedent 

cannot be determined from the ending alone. The shorter theophoric element and a hypocoristic 
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suffix may converge historically and analogically, but they are not the same morphological 

category. 

The material from Persian-period Yehud provides an important control for postexilic distribution. 

Golub compared 50 names from Yehud with 439 names from late Iron Age Judah. The proportion 

of Yahwistic names among all names is relatively similar: 42% in Yehud, or 21 of 50 names, and 

49% in Judah, or 214 of 439. The overall proportion of explicitly theophoric names, however, is 

lower in Yehud: 44%, compared with 60% in Judah. Among the theophoric names themselves, 

Yahwistic formations constitute 95% in Yehud and 80% in Judah. The claim of “similar 

proportions” therefore applies primarily to the proportion of Yahwistic names among all names, 

rather than to equality across all categories in the two corpora.⁹ 

Golub’s Yehud corpus is limited to 50 names, most of which date from the later part of the Persian 

period. No names containing the theophoric element El are attested in this particular corpus. This 

absence should not automatically be transformed into a claim that El-names had disappeared 

entirely from all Yehudite communities. It demonstrates that El is unattested in the currently 

analyzed, relatively small corpus. At the same time, final יהו yhw, which predominated in late Iron 

Age Judah, was largely replaced in Yehud by יה yh and, to a lesser extent, by יו yw. Golub’s study 

thus provides epigraphic support for the postexilic predominance of the shorter Yahwistic form, 

with the necessary qualification imposed by the size of the corpus.⁹ 

These data demonstrate both continuity in the central position of YHWH within anthroponymy 

from Judah to Yehud and a change in the formal realization of the Yahwistic element. Continuity 

of religious reference does not therefore entail the invariability of its graphic or phonological form. 

The Babylonian cuneiform corpus provides a different type of evidence. Abraham cites the name 

Yāḫû-natan, written in cuneiform as ia-a-ḫu-u-na-tan-nu, while the same name is repeated 

alphabetically on the edge of the tablet as yhwntn. In another document, Šalam-Yāma is written in 

cuneiform as šá-lam-mi-ia-a-ma and alphabetically as šlmyh. Such pairs confirm that initial Yāḫû- 

and final -Yāma represented cuneiform realizations of the Yahwistic element.¹⁰ 

These spellings nevertheless do not permit a simple identification of cuneiform orthography with 

actual Hebrew pronunciation. Abraham explicitly cautions that cuneiform and alphabetic spellings 

need not correspond completely and that their relationship to the historical phonetic realization of 

the divine name remains unresolved. Babylonian scribes employed different syllabic 

combinations, while the form of the Yahwistic element also depended on whether it occurred 

initially or finally. 

Yāḫû- should therefore be identified as a documented cuneiform realization of the initial Yahwistic 

element, but its precise phonetic value and applicability to other Hebrew corpora cannot be 

generalized unconditionally. Similarly, final -Yāma in documented parallel forms may correspond 

to alphabetic -yh, but it should not be claimed that in every instance it constitutes a direct 

transcription of Hebrew -yāh. 

Cases in which the same bearer is attested under both a full Yahwistic name and an abbreviated 

name are particularly significant. Abraham cites Banā-Yāma/Bānia, Nīr(ī)-Yāma/Nīrāya, and 
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Samak-Yāma/Samakāya. In these cases, prosopographical identity provides evidence that the short 

form genuinely functioned as a hypocoristic of the full Yahwistic name. By contrast, a formally 

similar ending in a name for which no such identification exists does not constitute sufficient 

evidence of Yahwistic origin.¹¹ 

This distinction is important for interpreting the forms Mattityāhū and Mattityāh. In the Masoretic 

Text, ּתְיָהו  Mattityāhū occurs in 1 Chronicles 15:18 and 15:21, whereas 1 Chronicles 16:5 has מַתִּ

תְיָה  Mattityāh in a closely related list. The proximity of the contexts, the position of the name מַתִּ

within the lists, and the identical musical function make it highly probable that the same Levitical 

musician is designated by the longer and shorter realizations of the name. The text, however, 

contains no explicit statement that the two forms refer to the same person, and the conclusion 

therefore remains prosopographically highly probable rather than formally stated.¹² 

This example does not demonstrate that -yāhū and -yāh were entirely freely interchangeable in 

every name. It demonstrates that the alternation did not necessarily alter the identity of the bearer 

or the basic reference of the theophoric element. Mattityāh contains the shorter realization -yāh, 

whereas Mattityāhū contains the longer -yāhū; both elements designate YHWH. 

In the names Mattanyāhū/Mattanyāh and Mattityāhū/Mattityāh, the theophoric element occurs in 

final position. In the first pair, the nominal stem mattan- “gift” is morphologically transparent. In 

the second, as demonstrated in the preceding chapter, the historical and morphological relationship 

between mattat and mattit- is less clear. This difference does not affect the identification of the 

final element: in both pairs, -yāhū and -yāh have the same divine reference. 

A supplementary quantitative datum is provided by a separately published corpus study conducted 

by the present author and based on 262 biblical theophoric anthroponyms. The methodology, 

classification criteria, and complete corpus table are available through the study’s permanent DOI 

record, and it is therefore unnecessary to reproduce them in an appendix to the present article. The 

corpus was constructed by grouping orthographic variants and classifying names according to their 

dominant theophoric element, with a residual category for one disputed case. In the present article, 

this result serves a supplementary function and is not used as independent confirmation of 

conclusions based on external epigraphic, textual, and onomastic sources.¹³ 

In the published corpus, 145 of 262 names, or 55.34%, belong to the Yahwistic category, while 

El-formations account for 109 names, or 41.60%; Adon is represented by five names, Shaddai by 

two, and the residual category by one. Yah, Yahu, Yeho-, and Yo- were combined into a single 

category. The result may therefore be used as an indicator of the general productivity of Yahwistic 

anthroponymy, but not for determining the internal chronology or relationships among -yāhū, -

yāh, Yəhô-, and Yô-.¹³ 

Table 2. Status of the Principal Yahwistic Onomastic Forms 
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Form 

Position 

within the 

name 

Principal 

corpora 

Onomastic 

function 

Distribution and 

limitations 

Degree of 

certainty 

-yāhū / יהו Final 

Biblical and 

epigraphic 

Hebrew 

Longer final 

realization of 

the Yahwistic 

element 

Particularly 

productive in 

Judean 

anthroponymy of 

the monarchic 

period; not 

necessarily the 

original form of 

every later name 

ending in -yāh 

Reference to 

YHWH 

established; 

diachronic 

prehistory partially 

reconstructed 

-yāh / יה Final 

Biblical, 

epigraphic, 

and 

postexilic 

Hebrew 

Shorter final 

realization of 

the Yahwistic 

element 

Attested as early as 

the Iron Age, but 

particularly 

productive in 

postexilic Yehud 

and the later 

biblical 

onomasticon 

Reference to 

YHWH 

established; factors 

contributing to its 

diffusion probably 

multiple 

Yəhô- / יהו־ Initial 
Biblical 

Hebrew 

Longer initial 

realization of 

the Yahwistic 

element 

Positionally 

associated with the 

beginning of the 

name; its 

phonological 

development is not 

entirely parallel to 

final -yāhū 

Established as an 

onomastic form 

Yô- / יו־ Initial 
Biblical 

Hebrew 

Shorter initial 

realization of 

the Yahwistic 

element 

Systematically 

alternates with 

initial yhw in the 

biblical corpus; 

should not be 

identified with final 

northern Israelite 

yw without 

contextual 

verification 

Established as an 

onomastic form 

yhw, yh, 

yw 
Variable 

Epigraphic 

corpora from 

Israel, Judah, 

and 

Transjordan 

Consonantal 

spellings of 

the Yahwistic 

element 

yhw and yh are 

associated 

primarily with 

Judah, and yw with 

northern Israel, in 

Regional 

distribution 

statistically 

established, but not 

an absolute rule 
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Form 

Position 

within the 

name 

Principal 

corpora 

Onomastic 

function 

Distribution and 

limitations 

Degree of 

certainty 

the defined Iron 

Age corpora 

Yāḫû- Initial 

Babylonian 

cuneiform 

corpora 

Cuneiform 

realization of 

the initial 

Yahwistic 

element 

Confirmed by 

parallel alphabetic 

spellings; precise 

phonetic value and 

applicability to 

other corpora not 

fully determined 

Scribal realization 

established; 

historical 

pronunciation 

partially unresolved 

-Yāma Final 

Babylonian 

cuneiform 

corpora 

Cuneiform 

realization of 

the final 

Yahwistic 

element 

In documented 

parallels, it may 

correspond to 

alphabetic -yh; it 

does not 

necessarily 

constitute a literal 

transcription of -

yāh 

Scribal realization 

established; 

phonetic 

interpretation 

unresolved 

Mattityāhū 

/ Mattityāh 

Final element 

within a 

particular 

anthroponym 

Books of 

Chronicles 

Longer and 

shorter 

realizations 

of the 

theophoric 

name 

The context very 

strongly supports 

identification of the 

same bearer, but the 

text does not state 

this explicitly 

Common reference 

established; 

prosopographical 

identity highly 

probable 

The final Yahwistic elements -yāhū and -yāh are referentially equivalent because both designate 

YHWH, but they are not historically, distributionally, or phonologically identical. Longer -yāhū 

is particularly productive in Judean anthroponymy of the monarchic period, whereas shorter -yāh 

gradually spread and became dominant in a substantial portion of the postexilic evidence. 

The diffusion of -yāh most probably resulted from several processes: the historical shortening of 

the Yahwistic form, analogy with hypocoristic suffixes, regional variation, and changes in scribal 

and onomastic conventions. It need not be assumed that every individual form ending in -yāh was 

derived directly from a previously existing form of the same person’s name ending in -yāhū. 

For the etymology of the name Matej, the most important conclusion is that Mattityāhū and 

Mattityāh belong to the same theophoric family and convey the same basic meaning, “YHWH’s 

gift” or “gift of YHWH.” Their difference lies in the longer and shorter realizations of the final 

divine element, respectively, rather than in any change in its reference. The question of the further 

relationship between these full theophoric forms, Mattay, and Greek Μαθθαῖος belongs to the 

separate level of hypocoristic formation and Greek transmission. 
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Names in Ancient Hebrew: A Comparative Study. Sheffield: JSOT Press, pp. 17–35. Frank and 

Rechenmacher provide an expanded morphological and syntactic typology, and the categories listed in the 

main text should therefore not be understood as exhaustive. 

2. Frank, A. and Rechenmacher, H. (2020) Morphologie, Syntax und Semantik althebräischer Personennamen. 

München/Würzburg. doi: 10.5282/ubm/epub.73364, pp. 88–93, section “Yah”; Koehler, L., Baumgartner, 

W. and Stamm, J.J. (1994–2000) The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament. Leiden: Brill, 

s.vv. ּיָה and יהוה. The onomastic forms provide evidence for particular realizations of the divine name, but do 

not independently resolve its full historical vocalization. 

3. Hornkohl, A.D. (2024) ‘The Onomasticon with and without yahu Names’, in Diachronic Diversity in 

Classical Biblical Hebrew. Cambridge: Open Book Publishers, pp. 27–38. doi: 10.11647/obp.0433.01. 

Hornkohl proposes the rarity of Yahwistic names in the premonarchic period, widespread use of long final -

yahu during the divided monarchy, and the rise of -yah in the postexilic period. 

4. Golub, M.R. (2014) ‘The Distribution of Personal Names in the Land of Israel and Transjordan during the 

Iron II Period’, Journal of the American Oriental Society, 134(4), pp. 621–642, especially pp. 631–637. doi: 

10.7817/jameroriesoci.134.4.621. 

5. Golub, M.R. (2017a) ‘Personal Names in Judah in the Iron Age II’, Journal of Semitic Studies, 62(1), pp. 

19–58, especially pp. 21–35 and tables 1–6. doi: 10.1093/jss/fgw042. Of 625 records, 533 represent distinct 

bearers, and 510 are included in the chronological analysis; table 3 presents the distribution of Yahwistic and 

other theophoric elements. 

6. Golub, M.R. (2017b) ‘Israelite and Judean Theophoric Personal Names in the Hebrew Bible in the Light of 

the Archaeological Evidence’, Ancient Near Eastern Studies, 54, pp. 35–46. doi: 

10.2143/ANES.54.0.3206232. 

7. Golub, M.R. (2017c) ‘Interchanges between יהו, יה, and יו in Biblical Personal Names from the First Temple 

Period’, Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages, 43(2), pp. 1–6. doi: 10.10520/EJC-c59aa47e2. The study 

identifies 21 yhw–yh alternations, 19 of which occur within the same source, and distinguishes final yhw–yh 

alternation from initial yhw–yw alternation. 

8. Olivero, V. (2021) ‘On the Emergence of the Short Form in Hebrew Names’, Journal of Semitic Studies, 

66(2), pp. 293–314. doi: 10.1093/jss/fgab015. Olivero examines all available epigraphic evidence and 

associates the emergence of the short form with Assyrian domination, migratory processes, and analogy with 

hypocoristic -īya. 

9. Golub, M.R. (2026) ‘From Judah to Yehud: Tracing Continuity and Change in Personal Names’, Jerusalem 

Journal of Archaeology, 9, pp. 61–83, especially pp. 70–75 and tables 2–3. doi: 10.52486/01.00009.4. In 

Yehud, theophoric names constitute 44% of all names, compared with 60% in late Judah; YHWH accounts 
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5. Northwest Semitic Parallels to the Hebrew Forms mattan-, mattat-, and mattit- 

The comparative evidence in this chapter is limited to non-Hebrew material capable of illuminating 

the Hebrew nominal stems. The purpose is not to restate the internal morphology of Hebrew, but 

to determine what the Ugaritic, Phoenician-Punic, and Babylonian corpora directly attest and what 

they merely render more probable.¹ 

5.1. Ugaritic and Phoenician ytn in Relation to Hebrew ntn 

Ugaritic and Phoenician preserve the verb ytn “to give,” whereas Hebrew has ntn. The Ugaritic 

paradigm confirms that initial y belongs to the verbal stem, while Phoenician inscriptions 

demonstrate the continuity of the same radical structure. Comparison with Hebrew does not justify 

an arbitrary replacement of /y/ by /n/, but rather points to a historical development that Garnier 

and Jacques explain as the assimilation of pretonic *y to a following coronal consonant. The 

comparative evidence therefore provides a diachronic framework for Hebrew ntn, but does not 

alter its synchronic status in Biblical Hebrew.² Screnock and Olivero reconstruct the Ugaritic G-

stem paradigm with the forms qatala yatana “he gave,” yaqtulu yatinu “he gives,” the imperative 

tin “give,” the participle yātinu, and the infinitives tanu and tatinu. Since the Ugaritic alphabetic 

script generally does not record vowels, these forms are scholarly vocalizations of a consonantally 

attested paradigm rather than fully written forms occurring in the texts. 

5.2. The Stem mattan-/mtn outside Hebrew 

The Phoenician compound name Mattan-Baʿal demonstrates that the nominal element mattan 

“gift” could occur alongside the name of another deity. The cuneiform forms Mattanu and 

Mattannāya attest the same stem in Neo-Babylonian and Late Babylonian corpora; the latter form 

contains the hypocoristic suffix -ay. Zadok emphasizes that the forms can be explained within 

several Northwest Semitic dialects and should therefore not automatically be classified as 

exclusively Phoenician or Hebrew.³ The name Mattan-Baʿal, borne by a king of Arwad during the 

reign of Esarhaddon, is written in cuneiform as ᴵma-ta-an-ba-ʾ-al, while Zadok also cites the 

defective Greek spelling Μαθαν in Josephus. The individual cuneiform spellings of the other two 

forms are ᴵma-at-ta-nu for Mattanu and ᴵma-tan-na-a-a for Mattannāya. 

These forms document three functions of the stem mtn: a single-element personal name, the first 

component of a compound theophoric name, and a stem extended by a hypocoristic suffix. They 

do not represent successive stages of a single anthroponym and do not demonstrate a direct 

development into Mattay. 

5.3. Mattan-Yāma as a Judean Theophoric Formation in Babylonia 
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Cuneiform ᴵma-tan-ia-a-ma Mattan-Yāma attests the structure “gift + YHWH” in a fifth-century 

BCE Judean name. Abraham translates it as “Gift of Y” and classifies it among Hebrew Yahwistic 

names on the basis of its morphology and prosopographical context. Final -Yāma represents a 

Babylonian scribal realization of the Yahwistic element, but should not be regarded as a complete 

phonetic transcription of Hebrew -yāhū.⁴ 

Mattan-Yāma is important because it independently confirms the nominal-theophoric model 

corresponding to biblical Mattanyāh(ū). Its evidential value concerns the structure and meaning of 

the name, not an assumption that all syllables of the cuneiform and alphabetic forms were 

phonetically identical. 

5.4. Hypocoristic -ay as Typological, Not Genealogical, Evidence 

Mattannāya and other West Semitic forms demonstrate the productivity of the suffixes -ay(ya), -ī, 

and related hypocoristic formations. Abraham cautions that such endings do not in themselves 

constitute evidence of an abbreviated Yahwistic name. A reliable genealogy requires additional 

textual or prosopographical evidence, particularly attestation of the same bearer under both the full 

and short forms. Non-Hebrew forms ending in -ay therefore support the typological possibility that 

Mattay was a hypocoristic, but do not establish the particular full form from which it developed.⁵ 

5.5. Phoenician MTT and Punic MTNT 

The Phoenician spelling MTT, vocalized by Krahmalkov as mittit, and Punic MTNT mittint denote 

a “gift” or “offering.” Their comparison demonstrates that surface /tt/ may reflect the assimilation 

of an earlier cluster containing /n/, rather than a separate root *m-t-t. The spellings and lexical 

meanings are more securely attested than the complete vocalic and morphological reconstruction 

proposed by Krahmalkov.⁶ One Carthaginian attestation of the form MTNT is associated with an 

inscription dated to 406 BCE. This datum documents the early Punic use of the lexeme, but does 

not alter the qualification that its complete vocalization is reconstructed. 

MTT and MTNT constitute direct non-Hebrew lexical parallels to Hebrew מַתַת mattat. They 

demonstrate that the Hebrew form is not isolated and reinforce its position within the Northwest 

Semitic lexical family “to give/gift.” Nevertheless, the difference between Masoretic mattat and 

reconstructed Phoenician mittit requires that they be described as close lexical and historical-

phonological parallels rather than as completely identical forms.⁷ 

5.6. The Evidential Scope of the Comparative Material for mattit- 

Phoenician mittit is phonologically and semantically close to the bound element mattit- in 

Mattityāh(ū), but the two belong to different levels of analysis. MTT is an attested lexeme meaning 

“gift,” whereas Hebrew mattit- is attested only as the first component of a compound theophoric 

name. No non-Hebrew anthroponym of the type *Mittit-Baʿal or *Mittit-ʾEl is documented that 

would directly confirm the same bound onomastic function.⁸ 

The comparative material therefore presents a graduated picture: the stem mattan-/mtn is widely 

attested as a nominal and anthroponymic element; MTT/MTNT directly parallel Hebrew mattat; 
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Phoenician mittit indirectly strengthens the association of mattit- with the same family; and the 

specific development mattat–mattit- remains unresolved.⁹ 

For the history of the name Matej, these data provide a deeper etymological context rather than a 

direct link in its transmission. Palestinian mty/Mattay must be explained within Jewish onomastics 

and Greek adaptation, while the Phoenician-Punic and Babylonian corpora confirm the antiquity 

and breadth of the patterns “gift” and “gift + divine name.” 

Table 3. Non-Hebrew Parallels and Their Evidential Scope 

Form and corpus Function/meaning 
Relationship to 

Hebrew 
Evidential status 

Ugaritic ytn Verb “to give” 
Diachronic 

framework for ntn 
Verbal stem attested 

Phoenician ytn Verb “to give” Parallel to Hebrew ntn 
Spelling and meaning 

attested 

Mattan-Baʿal “Gift of Baʿal” 
mattan- + theophoric 

element 

Compound anthroponym 

attested 

Mattanu 
Personal name derived 

from mtn 

Broader distribution 

of mattan-/mtn 

Form attested; the bearer’s 

language is not always 

determinable 

Mattannāya mtn + hypocoristic -ay 
Typological parallel 

for -ay 

Form and analysis highly 

probable 

Mattan-Yāma “Gift of YHWH” 
Parallel to 

Mattanyāh(ū) 

Judean theophoric formation 

attested 

Phoenician MTT 

mittit 
“Gift” 

Direct lexical parallel 

to mattat 

Spelling and meaning 

attested; vocalization 

reconstructed 

Punic MTNT 

mittint 
“Gift/offering” 

Preserves /nt/ 

corresponding to 

MTT /tt/ 

Spelling and meaning 

attested 

MTT/MTNT in 

relation to mattit- 

Lexical and 

phonological proximity 

Indirect support for 

bound mattit- 

No directly parallel 

theophoric compound is 

attested 

Footnotes 
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Namengebung. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, pp. 1–45; Benz, F.L. (1972) Personal Names in the 

Phoenician and Punic Inscriptions. Rome: Biblical Institute Press, pp. 1–29; Fowler, J.D. 

(1988) Theophoric Personal Names in Ancient Hebrew. Sheffield: JSOT Press, pp. 1–35. 
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relevant entries. 

6. From the Palestinian Form Mattay to Greek Μαθθαῖος and Latin Matthaeus 

The preceding chapters have demonstrated that the full Hebrew theophoric name ּתְיָהו  Mattityāhū מַתִּ

cannot develop directly into Greek Μαθθαῖος without an intervening process of abbreviation or 

morphological reshaping. The most important documented Semitic candidate for the immediate 

antecedent of the Greek name is the Palestinian consonantal form מתי mty, reconstructed in the 

present study as Mattay. Its relevance is not merely formal: it is attested in Jewish Palestine within 

the chronological horizon of the Second Temple period, while its ending -ay corresponds to the 

manner in which certain Semitic names were incorporated into Greek anthroponymy. 
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The relationship between Mattay and Μαθθαῖος is nevertheless not attested in a document in which 

the same historical bearer is designated by both the Semitic and Greek forms. It must therefore be 

described as the best-supported reconstruction of the immediate line of transmission rather than as 

a fully documented prosopographical identification. By contrast, the transition from Greek 

Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος to Latin Matthaeus is directly attested in the Greek and Latin textual 

traditions. 

The designation Palestinian form is used deliberately. The spellings מתי and מתאי do not in 

themselves always determine whether a particular name belonged to a Hebrew or Aramaic 

linguistic system. Hebrew and Aramaic anthroponymy in Jewish Palestine during the Hellenistic 

and early Roman periods partially overlapped, while unvocalized writing does not permit the 

automatic reconstruction of all phonological features. Methodologically, it is therefore safer first 

to establish the spelling, corpus, provenance, and period, and only then to propose a vocalization 

and a more specific linguistic classification. 

In her lexicon of Palestinian Jewish names, Tal Ilan records two epigraphic attestations of the 

spelling מתי from the period before 70 CE. The evidence can also be verified directly in the 

Jerusalem section of the Corpus Inscriptionum Iudaeae/Palaestinae. CIIP no. 481 is a first-century 

CE limestone ossuary bearing the short independent inscription מתי mty. In the corpus, the name 

is rendered as Mati. The object had previously been published by Eleazar L. Sukenik in his study 

of Jerusalem ossuaries. The funerary context confirms that mty functions as a personal name, 

although the consonantal spelling alone does not determine whether its pronunciation was Mattay, 

Mattai, Matti, or a related form.¹ 

CIIP no. 489 is an ossuary from Malha dated between the first century BCE and the first century 

CE. It bears twice the Aramaic inscription ישוע בר מתי yšwʿ br mty, “Yeshua, son of mty.” In this 

instance, mty is not the name of the individual directly identified as the deceased, but a patronym, 

that is, the name of his father. The phrase בר מתי nevertheless demonstrates unambiguously that 

mty functioned as a masculine personal name. The inscription was already known to nineteenth-

century epigraphers, and its publication history is systematized in CIIP.¹ 

These two attestations demonstrate that mty is not merely a form found in later rabbinic literature 

or a reconstruction created on the basis of Greek Μαθθαῖος. The name existed in Jewish Palestine 

during the Second Temple period: in one instance, it is attested independently, and in the other, in 

a transparent patronymic construction. What is directly attested, however, is only the consonantal 

sequence m-t-y. The vocalization Mattay is a philological reconstruction based on the association 

of epigraphic mty with Hebrew and Aramaic onomastic patterns, the manuscript readings  ,י מַתַיִּ

 and Greek Μαθθαῖος. In a strictly epigraphic description, the form mty should ,מתאי and ,מתיי

therefore be used, whereas Mattay is justified when discussing the reconstructed anthroponym and 

its subsequent transmission. 

The affiliation of Mattay with the same broader onomastic family as Mattityāhū and Mattityāh is 

highly probable. The formal proximity of the element matt-, the ending -ay, and the documented 

practice of abbreviating theophoric names support such a classification. A direct derivation of 

Mattay from the specifically identified full form Mattityāhū or Mattityāh nevertheless remains 
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morphologically plausible but unproven, since no Palestinian document is known in which the 

same person occurs under both the full and short forms.² 

An alternative derivation of Mattay was proposed in the older Greek lexicographical tradition from 

a hypothetical Aramaic nominal form *mat “man,” reconstructed from the plural ים  men,” with“ מְתִּ

the approximate interpretation “manly” or “humane.” This analysis is historically significant 

because it demonstrates that the relationship with the full theophoric names was not always 

accepted without reservation. It is, however, less well supported than the hypocoristic association 

with the Mattityāh(ū) family. It depends on an unattested singular as the source of the relevant 

Palestinian anthroponym, provides no prosopographical connection with specific bearers, and less 

adequately explains the grouping of mty with other forms of the same, or very probably the same, 

family in the Jewish evidence. It should therefore be recorded as an older alternative etymology, 

but not as an equally probable explanation.² 

The transmission of a Semitic personal name into Greek did not involve merely replacing one set 

of letters with another. A foreign name could remain morphologically indeclinable or be 

incorporated into the Greek declensional system. The choice between these strategies depended 

on the period, type of source, linguistic register, author, audience, and degree to which the name 

had been integrated into the Greek-speaking community. 

Crellin’s study of Jewish names in Hellenistic and Roman Greek literature demonstrates that 

morphological adaptation was not applied uniformly by all authors. Philo of Alexandria and 

Ezekiel the Tragedian leave a large number of Hebrew names unadapted, whereas Josephus 

incorporates them into Greek declensional paradigms considerably more frequently. 

Morphological integration was also common in documentary and epigraphic sources before Late 

Antiquity. Crellin’s more recent study, which focuses directly on New Testament Greek, further 

demonstrates that the choice between an inflected and an uninflected form arose from the 

interaction of phonology, the ancient Greek biblical tradition, sociolinguistic identity, and 

discourse function. Such a choice could position the bearer of a name in relation to a Greco-Roman 

or biblical-Jewish cultural framework. Declension was therefore not merely a technical adaptation, 

but also formed part of the textual construction of identity.³ 

Μαθθαῖος is a fully declinable masculine name incorporated into the Greek o-declension pattern. 

The anthroponymic stem Μαθθαι- takes Greek case endings, as demonstrated by the nominative 

Μαθθαῖος, genitive Μαθθαίου, and accusative Μαθθαῖον. In Matthew 9:9, SBLGNT has the 

accusative Μαθθαῖον because the name is the object of the verb εἶδεν, whereas the list of apostles 

in Matthew 10:3 has the nominative Μαθθαῖος. The form is therefore not an unchanged Semitic 

transcription, but a morphologically integrated Greek personal name.⁴ 

The most important formal connection between Mattay and Μαθθαῖος lies in the relationship 

between final Semitic -ay and the Greek anthroponymic stem in -αι-. This relationship should not 

be presented as a mechanical formula according to which the Greek nominative ending -ος was 

simply added to Semitic -ay. Greek -αῖος represents an already existing morphological pattern that 

could be employed to integrate foreign names ending in a sequence of the -ay type. 
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More precisely, final Semitic -ay motivated a Greek anthroponymic stem in -αι-, which was then 

incorporated into the declensional pattern in -αῖος. The resulting name could regularly form a 

genitive in -αίου and an accusative in -αῖον. Formal parallels in Jewish Greek onomastics include 

 Yannay — Ἰανναῖος, and ינאי ,Zakkay — Ζακχαῖος/Ζαχχαῖος זכאי ,ʾElʿay — Ἐλαῖος/Ἐλεαῖος אלעי

 :Šammay — Σαμαῖος. These parallels are not based solely on the reconstruction of Mattay שמאי

their Semitic and Greek realizations are documented in Ilan’s onomastic corpus, while some of the 

Greek forms are directly attested in primary literary and epigraphic sources. These include 

Ζακχαῖος in Luke 19:2, Ἰανναῖος in the Josephus tradition concerning Alexander Jannaeus, and 

Σαμαῖος on Greek-inscribed pottery from Hellenistic Maresha. Crellin’s studies of 2020 and 2024 

provide a broader morphological and sociolinguistic framework for this incorporation of Jewish 

names into Greek declension, while the Lexicon of Greek Personal Names may be used as a 

supplementary control for Greek lemmas where its regional coverage is complete.⁵ 

These parallels do not mean that every Greek anthroponym ending in -αῖος is of Semitic origin. 

They demonstrate that the Greek pattern was suitable for transmitting a particular group of Semitic 

names ending in -ay. Within this framework, the Mattay–Μαθθαῖος relationship is 

morphologically well motivated. 

Mattay is therefore a formally more suitable immediate antecedent of Μαθθαῖος than the full 

Mattityāhū. Longer Greek forms such as Ματταθίας demonstrate that fuller members of the same 

Semitic family could be transmitted while preserving a greater portion of their syllabic and 

consonantal structure. This evidence further supports Mattay as the immediate antecedent of 

Μαθθαῖος, but does not by itself prove the relationship. 

Modern critical editions, including SBLGNT and NA28, print Μαθθαῖος in New Testament 

passages. By contrast, the Textus Receptus and part of the older editorial and lexicographical 

tradition have Ματθαῖος, including the accusative Ματθαῖον in Matthew 9:9. In the present study, 

Μαθθαῖος and Ματθαῖος are treated as two documented Greek spellings of the same 

anthroponymic type.⁶ 

Without a complete collation of the manuscripts, it is not justified to assign a single simple cause 

to the θθ/τθ alternation. Its history would require a separate examination of modern critical 

apparatuses, older editions, and specific manuscript witnesses. SBLGNT is not a complete 

manuscript apparatus and does not record every difference that the editor regards as exclusively 

orthographic. The absence of the spelling Ματθαῖος from its apparatus therefore does not 

demonstrate that the spelling was absent from the manuscript or editorial tradition.⁶ 

The etymological argument does not require the priority of the θθ or τθ spelling to be resolved. 

Both represent the same Greek anthroponymic type in -αῖος, and both can be associated with 

Palestinian mty/Mattay. The graphic alternation alone does not demonstrate the existence of two 

different Semitic names. 

Μαθθαῖος and Μαθθίας are not different case forms of the same Greek name, but two distinct 

anthroponymic types. Μαθθαῖος is the name of the apostle Matthew. In SBLGNT, it occurs in 

Matthew 9:9 and 10:3, Mark 3:18, Luke 6:15, and Acts 1:13, in the cases required by the syntax 

of each passage. 
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Μαθθίας is the name of the disciple chosen to replace Judas Iscariot. Acts 1:23 has καὶ Μαθθίαν, 

while Acts 1:26 has ἐπὶ Μαθθίαν. In both verses, the form Μαθθίαν is accusative; in the second 

example, the accusative is governed by the preposition ἐπί. The corresponding nominative lemma 

is Μαθθίας, but the nominative does not occur in Acts 1:26. The Latin tradition has the accusative 

Matthiam in both passages, belonging to the paradigm of the name Matthias.⁷ 

The relationship among these names can be presented only by clearly distinguishing their degrees 

of certainty. Mattay is the most probable Semitic antecedent of Greek Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος, from 

which Latin Matthaeus is textually documented to have developed. Mattityāh or Mattityāhū very 

probably belong to the Semitic line associated with Greek Μαθθίας/Ματθίας, while the Greek-to-

Latin transition to Matthias is directly documented. The Serbian names Matej and Matija are 

therefore not merely later pronunciational variants of a single immediate Greek form; their 

transmission had already diverged in Greek and Latin. 

The longer Greek form Ματταθίας is clearly attested in 1 Maccabees. In 1 Maccabees 2:1, the 

father of Judas Maccabaeus is introduced by the formula ἀνέστη Ματταθίας υἱὸς Ἰωάννου. In Luke 

3:25 and 3:26, the genitive Ματταθίου occurs, corresponding to the nominative lemma 

Ματταθίας.⁸ 

Ματταθίας preserves more syllabic and consonantal material than Μαθθαῖος. It is therefore very 

probably associated with fuller Semitic forms belonging to the Mattityāh/Mattityāhū family. The 

Greek form nevertheless does not permit a reliable determination of whether the immediate 

antecedent of a particular bearer ended in -yāh or -yāhū, nor can the same direction of transmission 

be demonstrated for every bearer. 

The Latin tradition transmits this form as Matthathias. In 1 Maccabees 2:1, the Latin text has 

Matthathias filius Ioannis, while dependent cases have Matthathiae. The Greek-Latin relationship 

Ματταθίας–Matthathias is documented by the textual tradition, whereas the relationship to a 

particular Semitic form remains a highly probable etymological reconstruction.⁸ 

At least three lines must therefore be distinguished in the ancient transmission: 

Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος — Matthaeus — Matej; Μαθθίας/Ματθίας — Matthias — Matija; and 

Ματταθίας — Matthathias — Matatija. All three belong, or very probably belong, to the same 

broader onomastic family, but they do not continue the same immediate Greek form. 

Luke’s genealogy also contains shorter forms that must not be identified with Μαθθαῖος, Μαθθίας, 

or Ματταθίας. In the running text of SBLGNT, Luke 3:24 and 3:29 have Μαθθὰτ, while Luke 3:31 

has Ματταθὰ. When cited outside their sentential accentual context, the forms may be written 

Μαθθάτ and Ματταθά. The grave accent in the running text represents the contextual replacement 

of a final acute accent, not a distinct form of the name.⁹ 

In the genealogy, these forms occur after the article τοῦ but do not receive a visible Greek genitive 

marker. It is therefore justified to describe them as indeclinable or only weakly morphologically 

integrated forms transmitted in Greek script. They should not be regarded in advance as internally 

Greek formations before their immediate Semitic antecedents have been established. Their 

presence demonstrates that Greek did not transmit every member of this onomastic family by the 
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same procedure. A name could be fully integrated into the declensional system, adapted to a pattern 

in -ίας or -αῖος, or left without visible case inflection. 

The Syriac versions of the Gospels use the consonantal form ܡܬܝ. In the vocalized Peshitta 

tradition, the name is rendered ܝ
ܰ

 Mattay. Kiraz’s comparative edition of the Sinaitic and ܡܰܬ

Curetonian Old Syriac texts, the Peshitta, and the Harklean version permits direct comparison of 

the forms in Matthew 9:9.¹⁰ The title tradition also attests ܕܡܬܝ, “according to Matthew,” while the 

vocalized Peshitta title has ܝ
ܰ

 .ܕܡܰܬ

The Old Syriac versions, the Peshitta, and the Harklean version belong to different periods, but 

from the earliest surviving Syriac versions onward, the name is consistently represented by the 

consonantal form ܡܬܝ. This form is the established Syriac, or East Aramaic, versional equivalent 

of Greek Μαθθαῖος. It is very close to Palestinian mty and supports the reconstruction of Mattay 

as the Semitic form of the name. The Syriac versions, however, are not first-century Palestinian 

documents. They do not demonstrate how the apostle himself pronounced his name, nor do they 

provide independent prosopographical confirmation connecting the apostle with the Palestinian 

inscriptions containing mty. Their evidential value belongs to the history of Aramaic versional 

transmission. 

Latin Matthaeus is a morphologically integrated form of the same Greek anthroponymic type 

attested as Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος. Its basic paradigm comprises the nominative Matthaeus, genitive 

Matthaei, and accusative Matthaeum. In Matthew 9:9, the Latin tradition has Matthaeum nomine, 

while Acts 1:13 has the nominative Matthaeus in the list of apostles.¹¹ 

Latin ae corresponds to Greek αι, while the digraph th represents Greek θ. The consonantal 

sequence tth in Matthaeus is graphically more directly comparable to τθ in the variant Ματθαῖος 

than to θθ in Μαθθαῖος. This does not, however, demonstrate that every Latin form was borrowed 

specifically from a Greek exemplar containing τθ. The Latin orthographic tradition may have 

normalized the name, and the spelling Matthaeus alone cannot identify the particular Greek 

manuscript or orthographic form that served as its immediate model. 

The Nova Vulgata documents the standardized modern ecclesiastical Latin text, but does not 

constitute evidence for the earliest Latin phase. For historical analysis, the critical Vulgate edition 

of Weber and Gryson is more valuable, while a complete study of the earlier Old Latin 

transmission would require consultation of the Vetus Latina corpus. For the purposes of the present 

chapter, it is sufficient to establish that Latin Matthaeus continues the same anthroponymic type 

as Greek Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος. 

Latin also preserved the distinctions among the other members of the family: Matthaeus 

corresponds to Greek Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος, Matthias to Greek Μαθθίας/Ματθίας, and Matthathias 

to Greek Ματταθίας. These ancient distinctions became the basis of separate European naming 

traditions. 

In Matthew 9:9, the tax collector is designated by the accusative Μαθθαῖον. In the parallel 

narratives of Mark 2:14 and Luke 5:27, the accusative Λευὶν, “Levi,” occurs, while Luke 5:29, 

where the name functions as the subject, has the nominative Λευὶς.¹² The question of whether these 
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passages concern a single historical individual with two names, different traditions of the call, or 

Matthew’s redactional identification cannot be resolved through the etymology of Μαθθαῖος. It 

belongs to Synoptic criticism, redaction analysis, and prosopography. The etymological 

association of the Greek name with Palestinian Mattay does not depend on the final resolution of 

the Matthew–Levi question. 

Table 4. Semitic, Greek, Syriac, and Latin Forms 

Form 
Language and 

corpus 

Morphological 

status 

Most probable 

relationship 
Degree of certainty 

 mty מתי

Palestinian 

ossuaries from 

the Second 

Temple period 

Consonantally 

attested personal 

name; also 

attested once as a 

patronym 

Epigraphic basis for the 

reconstruction Mattay 

Spelling and 

onomastic function 

established; 

vocalization 

reconstructed 

Mattay 

Reconstructed 

Palestinian form; 

later Hebrew and 

Aramaic 

attestations 

Short Semitic 

anthroponym 

ending in -ay 

Most probable 

immediate Semitic 

candidate for Μαθθαῖος 

Highly probable, but 

without 

prosopographical 

attestation of the same 

individual under both 

forms 

Μαθθαῖος / 

Ματθαῖος 

Greek New 

Testament and 

Greek textual 

tradition 

Anthroponymic 

stem in -αι- 

integrated into the 

o-declension 

pattern 

Greek morphological 

adaptation of a form of 

the Mattay type 

Highly probable 

Μαθθίας / 

Ματθίας 

Greek New 

Testament 

Distinct 

anthroponymic 

type in -ίας 

Probably belongs to the 

Mattityāh/Mattityāhū 

family 

Affiliation with the 

broader family highly 

probable; immediate 

Semitic antecedent 

not unambiguously 

attested 

Ματταθίας 

1 Maccabees, 

Luke 3, and 

other Jewish 

Greek material 

Longer Greek 

anthroponymic 

type in -ίας 

Highly probable 

adaptation of a fuller 

member of the 

Mattityāh(ū) family 

Highly probable; 

particular antecedent 

depends on the 

individual bearer 

Μαθθὰτ / 

Μαθθάτ 

Greek form in 

Luke 3:24, 29 

Indeclinable or 

weakly integrated 

form transmitted 

in Greek script 

Distinct member of the 

broader family 

Form attested; 

immediate genesis 

unresolved 

Ματταθὰ / 

Ματταθά 

Greek form in 

Luke 3:31 

Indeclinable or 

weakly integrated 

form transmitted 

in Greek script 

Distinct member of the 

broader family 

Form attested; 

immediate genesis 

unresolved 
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Form 
Language and 

corpus 

Morphological 

status 

Most probable 

relationship 
Degree of certainty 

ܝ
ܰ

 ܡܬܝ / ܡܰܬ

Mattay 

Old Syriac 

versions, 

Peshitta, and 

Harklean version 

Syriac, or East 

Aramaic, 

versional 

equivalent 

Corresponds to Greek 

Μαθθαῖος 

Attested in Syriac 

transmission; not 

independent evidence 

for the apostle’s 

original 

pronunciation 

Matthaeus 
Latin biblical 

tradition 

Declinable Latin 

masculine name 

Documented 

transmission of Greek 

Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος 

Established 

Matthias 
Latin biblical 

tradition 

Distinct Latin 

anthroponymic 

type 

Documented 

transmission of Greek 

Μαθθίας/Ματθίας 

Established 

Matthathias 

Latin tradition of 

1 Maccabees and 

related texts 

Longer Latin 

anthroponymic 

type 

Documented 

transmission of Greek 

Ματταθίας 

Established 

The Greek and Latin evidence does not support a simple development Mattityāhū → Μαθθαῖος 

→ Matthaeus. Affiliation with the broader etymological family must be distinguished from the 

immediate antecedent in transmission. Μαθθαῖος, Μαθθίας, and Ματταθίας belong, or very 

probably belong, to the broader onomastic family associated with the concept “gift.” The explicit 

Yahwistic component is more clearly preserved in the full Semitic forms that probably underlie 

the Μαθθίας and Ματταθίας types, whereas it is no longer morphologically transparent in short 

Mattay and Greek Μαθθαῖος. 

For Μαθθαῖος, the most probable immediate Semitic candidate is Palestinian mty, reconstructed 

as Mattay. This relationship is supported by the epigraphic chronology, the geographical 

provenance of the attestations, final -ay, and the Greek -αῖος pattern. It nevertheless represents a 

very well-founded historical-linguistic reconstruction rather than direct attestation of the same 

person under both forms. By contrast, the Greek-Latin transition Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος → 

Matthaeus is documented by the textual tradition. 

The most precise initial formula for the ancient transmission is therefore: Palestinian mty, probably 

Mattay → very probably Greek Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος. From Greek, the subsequent development 

divides into separate branches: the western tradition proceeds through Latin Matthaeus, while the 

Greek–Old Church Slavonic and Church Slavonic transmission is of direct relevance to the South 

Slavic area. Both branches, as well as their later intersections, are the subject of the following 

chapter. 
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7. The Slavic and European History of the Forms Matej and Mateja 

After the Greek stage, the transmission divided into separate branches. In the Western Christian 

sphere, Greek Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος was transmitted through Latin Matthaeus and subsequently 

adapted into the Romance and Germanic languages. In the Eastern Christian sphere, the Greek 

form entered the Old Church Slavonic translation and liturgical tradition without necessarily 

passing through Latin. In the contact zones of Central and Southeastern Europe, the two layers 

could intersect. 

Historical attestations must be interpreted according to the language of the document, grammatical 

case, and type of source. Latin Mathei in a Croatian or Czech document is primarily a Latin 

genitive; by itself, it proves neither the vernacular nominative nor the bearer’s pronunciation. The 

same applies to German and Middle Low German records from Slavic or Baltic regions. 

The earliest directly relevant Slavic witness is the Codex Marianus, a Glagolitic tetraevangelion 

manuscript dating from the late tenth or early eleventh century. The beginning of the Gospel of 

Matthew has not been preserved, but Matthew 9:9 and 10:3 are available. Jagić’s 1883 edition and 

the TITUS digital text must be used together, since the digital transcription is not an independent 

diplomatic edition of the manuscript.¹ 

имене матеа 

ⰻⰿⰵⱀⰵ ⰿⰰⱅⰵⰰ 

In Matthew 9:9, the phrase имене матеа represents a Slavic syntactic reshaping of the Greek text. 

Имене is the genitive singular of the n-stem noun имѧ “name,” while матеа is most naturally 

interpreted as the genitive of the personal name in a construction approximately meaning “a man 

named Matej” or “a man by the name of Matej.” The form is therefore not a Slavic accusative 

directly reproducing Greek Μαθθαῖον.² 

тома и матьтеи мытарь 

https://syriaca.org/work/9513
https://syriaca.org/work/72
https://www.vatican.va/archive/bible/nova_vulgata/documents/nova-vulgata_index_lt.html
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ⰿⰰⱅⱐⱅⰵⰻ 

In Matthew 10:3, матьтеи is syntactically nominative. The relationship матьтеи : матеа is 

therefore most probably that of nominative to genitive. These forms attest the early morphological 

integration of the name into the Slavic case system. The Glagolitic spellings cited here are actual 

manuscript attestations, not modern transliterations of contemporary Matej. 

The modern South Slavic tradition preserves Serbian, Croatian, and Slovenian Matej, Macedonian 

Матеј, and Bulgarian Матей as the name of the Evangelist. Their similarity corresponds to a 

Greek–Old Church Slavonic framework of transmission, but does not demonstrate an entirely 

identical history in every region. Latin and German contacts also operated in Croatian and 

Slovenian areas. Medieval Croatian Latin documents attest Mathei, Mattheus, Mathey, Matheus, 

and the short form Mathe, but their case forms should not automatically be equated with modern 

Matej.³ 

In Serbian, Matej and Mateja are two masculine nominative forms. Matej is declined Matej, 

Mateja, Mateju, whereas Mateja is declined as a masculine name ending in -a: Mateja, Mateje, 

Mateji, Mateju. Masculine gender is confirmed by agreement: ovaj Mateja, dobri Mateja, “this 

Mateja,” “good Mateja.” The modern paradigm nevertheless cannot demonstrate that Mateja 

historically arose through the simple addition of -a to Matej; the immediate diachronic 

development remains unresolved.⁴ 

The West Slavic languages demonstrate that formally similar forms need not continue the same 

ancient type. In modern Czech, the Evangelist is Matouš, whereas Matěj and Matyáš belong to the 

Μαθθίας–Matthias line. The Old Czech distribution differed: the 1417 Olomouc Bible refers to 

the Gospel of Matthew as čtení svatého Matěje. Fourteenth-century Moravian documents record 

Matiey and Matyey alongside Latin Matheus and Mathias, confirming the historical instability of 

the boundary between the two related families.⁵ 

In modern Slovak, the Evangelist is Matúš, while the apostle in Acts 1 is Matej. Polish similarly 

distinguishes Mateusz from Maciej. Serbian Matej and Slovak Matej are therefore not direct 

historical equivalents despite their graphic identity.⁶ 

The East Slavic tradition distinguishes Russian Матфей/Матвей, belonging to the Evangelist’s 

line, from ecclesiastical Матфий for the apostle in Acts 1. Older Матѳей and modern Матфей are 

also related through orthographic reform: when ѳ was abolished, its replacement by ф was 

prescribed on the basis of an earlier phonological merger. Ukrainian Матвій and Belarusian 

Мацвей represent local East Slavic realizations of the same Evangelist tradition, not simple 

derivatives of the modern Russian form.⁷ 

The earliest surviving Germanic biblical form is Gothic Maþþaiu in Matthew 9:9. The letter þ 

denotes the voiceless dental fricative /θ/ and represents Greek θ. The Gothic form documents an 

early parallel Germanic adaptation, but it is not the ancestor of German Matthäus, Dutch Mattheus, 

or English Matthew.⁸ 



Željko Stanojević                                                                           Institute for Hebrew Language and Literature 

35 
 

German Matthäus and Dutch Mattheus continue the Matthaeus line, whereas German Matthias and 

Dutch Matthijs/Mathijs belong to the Matthias line. Medieval short forms such as Mathes, Matess, 

Matthis, and related spellings must be classified according to the specific source, since the 

boundaries between the two families were less stable than in the modern standard languages. In 

the Scandinavian languages, Matteus belongs to the Matthaeus line, while Mattias and, in most 

cases, Mats, Mads, and Matts belong to the Matthias line; hypocoristic forms must be examined 

within each national corpus.⁹ 

English Matthew developed through Latin and Anglo-French transmission, not from Gothic. Latin 

Matheus is documented from the late twelfth century, while Anglo-French Maheu, Mahewe, and 

Mathew occur in the thirteenth century, followed by Wycliffe’s Matheu and Early Modern English 

Mathew/Matthew. The coexistence of these spellings confirms a multistage transmission, but does 

not permit the automatic reconstruction of every phonological step.¹⁰ 

The Romance languages generally continue Latin Matthaeus: Italian Matteo, French 

Mathieu/Matthieu, Spanish Mateo, Catalan Mateu, Portuguese Mateus/Matheus, and Romanian 

Matei. Spanish American Mateo and Brazilian Mateus/Matheus do not constitute new 

etymological branches, but continue the Iberian traditions in Latin American settings. Old French 

Mahi, Mahieu, and related forms demonstrate regional reshaping, while the parallel modern 

spellings Mathieu and Matthieu should not be explained by a single undocumented formula.¹¹ 

For the Latin American onomastic tradition, the works of Gutierre Tibón in Mexico, Antenor 

Nascentes and Rosário Farâni Mansur Guérios in Brazil, and Maria Vicentina de Paula do Amaral 

Dick on the sociohistorical and methodological study of Brazilian names are particularly 

significant. Their works are useful for reception, variants, and regional distribution of Romance 

names, but they are not primary sources for reconstructing the Hebrew morphology examined in 

the preceding chapters.¹¹ 

The social history of the European forms demonstrates that their selection did not depend solely 

on phonological change. The distribution of forms was influenced by ecclesiastical affiliation, the 

language of liturgy and administration, educational traditions, local calendars of saints, and 

migration. Consequently, the same biblical anthroponym could be recorded in different settings in 

a Latin, Greek, Germanic, or local vernacular form. This sociohistorical layer is especially 

important in the contact zones of Central Europe, the Balkans, and transatlantic Romance-speaking 

communities.¹⁴ 

Hungarian clearly distinguishes Máté, the name of the Evangelist, from Mátyás of the Matthias 

line. Romanian Matei belongs to the Evangelist tradition, whereas Matia/Matias designates the 

apostle in Acts 1. These pairs confirm that etymological relatedness does not eliminate modern 

functional differentiation.¹² 

In Latvian, Matejs has been incorporated into the native morphological pattern through final -s. Its 

historical development may have involved Latin, German, and other regional intermediaries. 

Lithuanian must be divided between Matas, the name of the Evangelist, and Motiejus, the name 

of the apostle in Acts 1; their modern distribution need not have applied without exception to all 

earlier material.¹³ 
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The survey of European forms demonstrates that national dictionaries, historical documentary 

corpora, and biblical translations have different evidential functions. A national onomasticon 

documents the standard form and domestic variants; a documentary corpus establishes the date, 

language, and grammatical case of an attestation; and the biblical tradition identifies the ancient 

bearer. The present analysis draws on studies by Grković, Keber, Ilčev, Svoboda, Knappová, 

Blanár, Majtán, Fros and Sowa, Petrovski and Superanskaya, Seibicke, van der Schaar, Kruken 

and Stemshaug, Withycombe and Hanks, De Felice, Dauzat, Albaigès, Ionescu, Siliņš, 

Zinkevičius, Kuzavinis and Savukynas, together with Sara L. Uckelman’s international corpus.¹⁴ 

Kazimierz Rymut is additionally significant for Polish historical onomastics, Roland Otterbjörk 

for Scandinavian onomastics, and Gutierre Tibón, Antenor Nascentes, Rosário Farâni Mansur 

Guérios, and Maria Vicentina de Paula do Amaral Dick for Latin American onomastics. 

European transmission was therefore not a single chain. The western branch proceeds from Greek 

through Latin Matthaeus to the Romance languages and most West Germanic forms. The eastern 

branch proceeds from Greek through the Old Church Slavonic and Church Slavonic traditions to 

South Slavic Matej and the East Slavic realizations. Subsequent local contacts may have brought 

spellings closer together, but they do not eliminate the need for a branched reconstruction. 

Serbian Matej most probably belongs to the Greek–Old Church Slavonic transmission of ancient 

Μαθθαῖος, with possible later western influences in particular settings. Mateja is a masculine 

Serbian form belonging to the same broader tradition and fully integrated into the native declension 

of masculine names ending in -a, but its immediate historical origin is not documented. 

Table 5. Principal European Forms and Lines of Transmission 

 

Language / 

tradition 
Form or attestation 

Ancient type / 

branch 
Note 

Old Church 

Slavonic 

матьтеи; матеа; 

ⰿⰰⱅⱐⱅⰵⰻ; 

ⰿⰰⱅⰵⰰ 

Μαθθαῖος; eastern 

branch 

Manuscript-attested nominative 

and probable genitive 

Serbian Matej 

Μαθθαῖος; 

predominantly eastern 

Greek–Old Church 

Slavonic branch 

Name of the Evangelist; the 

principal historical framework is 

the Greek–Old Church Slavonic 

and Church Slavonic transmission, 

with possible later western contacts 

Croatian Matej 

Μαθθαῖος–

Matthaeus; mixed 

Slavic and Latin route 

Name of the Evangelist; an older 

Slavic layer intersects with the 

Latin and Central European 

documentary tradition 

Slovenian Matej 

Μαθθαῖος–

Matthaeus; mixed 

Slavic, Latin, and 

German route 

Name of the Evangelist; a single 

exclusive intermediary route should 

not be assumed for every period 
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Language / 

tradition 
Form or attestation 

Ancient type / 

branch 
Note 

Serbian Mateja 
Same broader 

tradition as Matej 

Masculine name ending in -a; 

immediate origin unresolved 

Macedonian / 

Bulgarian 
Матеј / Матей 

Μαθθαῖος; eastern 

branch 

Modern forms used for the 

Evangelist 

Czech 
Matouš; 

Matěj/Matyáš 
Matthaeus; Matthias 

Old Czech Matěj could designate 

the Evangelist 

Slovak Matúš; Matej Matthaeus; Matthias 
Clearly differentiated forms in the 

modern language 

Polish Mateusz; Maciej Matthaeus; Matthias Two separate biblical traditions 

Russian 
Матфей/Матвей; 

Матфий 
Matthaeus; Matthias 

Literary and vernacular forms 

contrasted with a separate 

ecclesiastical type 

Ukrainian / 

Belarusian 
Матвій / Мацвей Matthaeus Local East Slavic realizations 

Gothic Maþþaiu Μαθθαῖος Early parallel Germanic adaptation 

German / Dutch Matthäus / Mattheus Matthaeus 
To be distinguished from Matthias / 

Matthijs 

Scandinavian 
Matteus; Mattias, 

Mats, Mads 
Matthaeus; Matthias 

Hypocoristic forms must be 

examined within each national 

corpus 

English Matthew 
Latin–Anglo-French 

western branch 
Does not derive from Gothic 

Italian / French 
Matteo / Mathieu, 

Matthieu 
Matthaeus Romance adaptations 

Spanish / 

Catalan / 

Portuguese 

Mateo / Mateu / 

Mateus, Matheus 
Matthaeus 

Latin American forms continue the 

Iberian traditions 

Hungarian Máté; Mátyás Matthaeus; Matthias Functionally differentiated lines 

Romanian Matei; Matia/Matias Matthaeus; Matthias 
Must be distinguished according to 

the biblical bearer 

Latvian Matejs Matthaeus 
Final -s is a native morphological 

adaptation 

Lithuanian Matas; Motiejus Matthaeus; Matthias 
Biblical referents are differentiated 

in the modern language 

8. Discussion 

The traditional gloss “gift of God” conveys the etymological and religious meaning of the full 

theophoric family to which the name Matej very probably belongs, but it does not constitute a 

direct morphological analysis of the short form Mattay or of the modern form Matej. The present 
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study has demonstrated that semantic affiliation with the same onomastic family must be 

distinguished from morphological identity and immediate historical descent. The relationship 

among the root נ־ת־ן n-t-n “to give,” the stems mattan-, mattat-, and mattit-, the full theophoric 

forms Mattanyāh(ū) and Mattityāh(ū), the short form Mattay, and Greek Μαθθαῖος cannot 

therefore be represented as a single linear sequence of development. 

The evidential status of the stem mattan- is relatively clear. Hebrew מַתָן Mattān functions both as 

a common noun meaning “gift, present” and as a single-element personal name. In Mattanyāh(ū), 

the same nominal stem is combined with the Yahwistic element, so that the analysis “YHWH’s 

gift” is morphologically transparent. Cuneiform Mattan-Yāma provides independent extrabiblical 

confirmation of the corresponding nominal-theophoric type. At the same time, the forms Mattanu, 

Mattannāya, and Mattan-Baʿal demonstrate that the stem mattan-/mtn was neither specifically 

Hebrew nor inherently Yahwistic, but belonged to the broader Northwest Semitic lexical and 

onomastic inventory.¹ 

It follows that the divine giver is not morphologically expressed in the single-element form Mattān. 

In a particular religious context, “gift” may have been understood as a gift from a deity, but such 

a pragmatic interpretation is not equivalent to the formal presence of a theophoric element. Only 

the compound forms Mattanyāhū, Mattan-Yāma, and Mattan-Baʿal directly identify the divine 

component of the name. 

Phoenician MTT, reconstructed in the literature as mittit, and Punic MTNT mittint constitute direct 

non-Hebrew lexical parallels to Hebrew מַתַת mattat. Their spellings and the meaning “gift” or 

“offering” demonstrate that the Hebrew form is not an isolated internal formation. Comparison of 

MTT and MTNT provides a basis for the analysis according to which surface /tt/ may represent 

the result of assimilation of an earlier consonantal cluster containing /n/, although the details of 

that historical process and the full vocalization of the Phoenician forms remain reconstructed.² 

The value of these parallels is not the same for mattat and mattit-. For mattat, they constitute direct 

non-Hebrew lexical parallels. For the bound element mattit- in Mattityāh(ū), their value is indirect: 

they strengthen the association of mattit- with the same semantic and historical family, but do not 

attest a non-Hebrew theophoric anthroponym directly parallel to Hebrew Mattityāhū. 

The relationship mattat–mattit- therefore remains one of the principal unresolved questions of the 

study. The Masoretic form is not *Mattatyāhū but Mattityāhū, with the vowel /i/ in the first 

component. Traditional lexicography appropriately associates the name with the semantic field of 

gift, but it provides no generally accepted phonological or morphological rule by which mattat can 

be derived into mattit- without remainder. Mattit- may represent a bound onomastic allomorph, a 

historical nominal form that has not survived independently, an analogically reshaped formation, 

or a distinct development at the boundary between components. None of these possibilities 

currently has sufficient direct parallels to be regarded as demonstrated. 

This uncertainty does not require rejection of the semantic translation of Mattityāhū as “YHWH’s 

gift.” In historical linguistics, the meaning of a compound form may be better established than the 

complete reconstruction of the origin of an individual vowel. The Yahwistic ending is transparent, 

while the first element belongs to a lexical family whose meaning “gift” is attested by Hebrew and 
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comparative evidence. What remains unresolved is the specific derivational pathway, not the basic 

semantic classification. 

The analysis of the elements -yāhū and -yāh has demonstrated that referential equivalence must be 

distinguished from historical and distributional identity. Both endings designate YHWH, but they 

are not completely identical phonologically, chronologically, or regionally. Long final -yāhū is 

particularly productive in Judean anthroponymy of the monarchic period, while shorter -yāh 

spreads and becomes more frequent in later and postexilic evidence. The distribution of the forms 

yhw, yh, and yw demonstrates that the choice of theophoric realization was influenced not only by 

chronology, but also by position within the name, regional tradition, and scribal practice.³ 

The general diachronic relationship between -yāhū and -yāh does not imply that every individual 

form ending in -yāh arose directly through the shortening of an earlier attested form of the same 

person’s name ending in -yāhū. The change may have operated at the level of the onomastic system 

as a whole, while the history of an individual name may have involved parallel usage, an inherited 

form, analogy, or scribal transmission. 

The forms Mattityāhū and Mattityāh in the Books of Chronicles nevertheless provide a strong 

prosopographical indication that the longer and shorter endings did not necessarily designate 

different individuals. Their position in the Levitical and musical lists, the function of the bearer, 

and the proximity of the textual attestations make identification of the same person highly 

probable. The example confirms the common reference of the theophoric element, but does not 

demonstrate the unrestricted interchangeability of -yāhū and -yāh in all historical settings. 

The Palestinian form מתי mty is crucial for the immediate history of the name Matej. Two ossuaries 

from the Second Temple period attest this consonantal sequence as a personal name: once as an 

independent inscription and once as a patronym in the construction ישוע בר מתי. These attestations 

demonstrate that mty is not merely a late rabbinic form or a retroversion derived from Greek 

Μαθθαῖος, but an actual Palestinian name from the relevant chronological and geographical 

setting.⁴ 

The epigraphic evidence directly attests only the spelling m-t-y. The vocalization Mattay is a 

philological reconstruction based on Hebrew and Aramaic manuscript traditions, the forms  ,י מַתַיִּ

 later rabbinic usage, and comparison with Greek Μαθθαῖος. The attested existence ,מתאי and ,מתיי

of the Palestinian name mty must therefore be distinguished from the highly probable but 

reconstructed vocalization Mattay. 

Mattay’s affiliation with the broader Mattityāh/Mattityāhū family is likewise highly probable, but 

it is not directly confirmed prosopographically. No document is known in which the same person 

bears both the full theophoric form and the short form. The ending -ay is compatible with West 

Semitic hypocoristic formation, but such a suffix does not by itself establish the specific full form 

from which the name developed. Mattənay and Mattannāya attest the productivity of short forms 

ending in -ay, but because they preserve /n/, they cannot constitute direct stages in the development 

of the spelling mty. 
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Mattay is nevertheless considerably closer to Greek Μαθθαῖος than full Mattityāhū in formal, 

syllabic, chronological, and geographical terms. Longer Greek forms such as Ματταθίας 

demonstrate that Greek could preserve a greater portion of the structure of fuller members of the 

same family. This difference supports, but does not by itself prove, Mattay as the immediate 

Semitic antecedent of Μαθθαῖος.⁵ 

The Mattay–Μαθθαῖος relationship rests on the convergence of several kinds of evidence rather 

than on a bilingual attestation of the same bearer. Palestinian epigraphy attests mty, Jewish Greek 

onomastics attests the adaptation of other Semitic names ending in -ay by means of forms in -αῖος, 

and Μαθθαῖος is fully integrated into Greek declension. The relationship is therefore a very well-

supported historical-linguistic reconstruction, but not a directly documented identification. 

In the name Μαθθαῖος, the Greek pattern -αῖος very probably represents the morphological 

adaptation of a Semitic ending of the -ay type, in accordance with documented parallels involving 

other Jewish names. The anthroponymic stem Μαθθαι- is integrated into the Greek o-declension, 

with nominative Μαθθαῖος, genitive Μαθθαίου, and accusative Μαθθαῖον. Greek morphology 

thus explains how the Semitic form could have been integrated into the Greek anthroponymic type 

Μαθθαῖος, but does not by itself resolve the name’s entire etymology.⁶ 

The graphic alternation Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος does not alter the central conclusion. Without a 

complete collation of the manuscripts, it is impossible to determine a single cause for the θθ/τθ 

relationship, and the alternation itself does not demonstrate the existence of two different Semitic 

antecedents. For the purposes of this study, it is sufficient to establish that both spellings belong 

to the same Greek anthroponymic type in -αῖος. 

At the same time, Μαθθαῖος, Μαθθίας, and Ματταθίας constitute distinct Greek anthroponymic 

types. The first underlies the Matej–Matthaeus tradition, the second the Matija–Matthias tradition, 

and the third the Matatija–Matthathias tradition. Their etymological relatedness does not eliminate 

their morphological and transmissional distinctness.⁷ 

The Old Church Slavonic material demonstrates that the European history of the name cannot be 

reduced to the copying of Greek letters. In the Codex Marianus, Matthew 10:3 has the nominative 

матьтеи, whereas Matthew 9:9 contains the construction имене матеа. The form имене is the 

genitive singular of the n-stem noun имѧ “name,” while матеа is most naturally analyzed as the 

genitive of the personal name dependent on the nominal construction, approximately “a man 

named Matej” or “a man by the name of Matej.” Accordingly, Slavic матеа is not an accusative 

directly reproducing Greek Μαθθαῖον. The opposition between nominative матьтеи and genitive 

матеа demonstrates that the name was incorporated into the Slavic case system at an early stage.⁸ 

The European evidence further confirms that formally identical or similar forms need not continue 

the same immediate ancient type. As documented in detail in Chapter 7, Serbian, Croatian, and 

Slovenian Matej designate the Evangelist and belong to the Μαθθαῖος–Matthaeus line. Modern 

Slovak Matej and Czech Matěj designate the apostle in Acts 1 and belong to the Μαθθίας–Matthias 

line, whereas the Evangelist in those languages is Matúš and Matouš, respectively. Old Czech 

Matěj could, however, designate the Evangelist, and the modern distribution cannot therefore be 

projected onto medieval evidence without qualification. 
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The same distinction is confirmed by Polish Mateusz–Maciej, Russian Матфей/Матвей–

Матфий, Hungarian Máté–Mátyás, and Lithuanian Matas–Motiejus. In all these cases, 

classification must be based on the historical source, the biblical bearer, and the national onomastic 

tradition, rather than on formal similarity alone.⁹ 

The language of a document was likewise not necessarily the language of the bearer. Latin Mathei 

in a document from Croatian territory, German Mathes in Moravia, or a Middle Low German form 

in Baltic evidence directly attest the language and spelling of the scribe. Reconstruction of the 

vernacular form requires local morphology, parallel attestations, derivatives, and information 

concerning the linguistic community. 

Serbian Mateja presents a distinct morphological problem. Its masculine gender and modern 

declension are securely established: it is a masculine personal name ending in -a, with agreement 

ovaj Mateja, dobri Mateja, “this Mateja,” “good Mateja.” The modern paradigm cannot, however, 

demonstrate that the name historically arose through the simple addition of the ending -a to Matej. 

Such a reconstruction would require dated transitional forms and clear morphological parallels. At 

present, the most precise classification is to identify Mateja as a Serbian masculine form belonging 

to the same broader tradition as Matej, while leaving its immediate diachronic origin unresolved.¹⁰ 

The principal limitations of the study arise from the nature of the sources. Northwest Semitic 

scripts generally do not record the complete vocalism, cuneiform spellings adapt foreign names to 

the Babylonian syllabic system, and the epigraphic corpus represents only a small portion of the 

anthroponymy that once existed. Biblical forms have passed through a long history of textual 

transmission, while medieval European documents frequently record an administrative rather than 

vernacular form of a name. 

A further limitation is the absence of direct prosopographical links. Mattay and Mattityāhū are not 

attested as names of the same individual, nor is there a bilingual record of the same bearer under 

the forms mty and Μαθθαῖος. The central conclusions therefore rest on the convergence of 

epigraphic, chronological, geographical, morphological, and textual evidence. 

Despite these limitations, the different corpora present a mutually coherent picture. Hebrew and 

Phoenician-Punic material document the semantic family “to give/gift”; biblical and epigraphic 

evidence attest the Yahwistic elements; Palestinian ossuaries attest mty; Greek morphology 

explains how the Semitic form could have been integrated as Μαθθαῖος; Latin texts attest 

Matthaeus; and Slavic and other European sources document subsequent and mutually distinct 

lines of transmission. 

9. Conclusion 

The results of the study may be classified according to their degree of certainty. 

It may be regarded as established that Hebrew מַתָן mattān and מַתַת mattat belong to the semantic 

field “gift.” Mattanu, Mattannāya, and Mattan-Baʿal document the broader Northwest Semitic 

distribution of the stem mattan-/mtn, while Phoenician MTT and Punic MTNT constitute direct 

lexical parallels to Hebrew mattat. The structure of Mattanyāh(ū), in which mattan- is combined 
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with the Yahwistic element, is transparently attested. The shared reference of the final elements -

yāhū and -yāh to YHWH is likewise established, although their chronological and distributional 

usage is not identical. 

Palestinian ossuaries from the Second Temple period attest מתי mty as a masculine personal name. 

The consonantal sequence m-t-y and its anthroponymic function are directly attested, but the 

complete vocalism is not. The Greek tradition attests the distinct types Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος, 

Μαθθίας/Ματθίας, and Ματταθίας, while Latin preserves the corresponding forms Matthaeus, 

Matthias, and Matthathias. These forms are not merely graphic variants of a single name, but the 

foundations of distinct later European traditions. 

It may be regarded as highly probable that Palestinian mty was vocalized as Mattay. This 

reconstruction is supported by the Jewish manuscript tradition, rabbinic attestations, the 

Palestinian context, and the Greek form Μαθθαῖος. Mattay’s affiliation with the broader 

etymological family Mattityāh/Mattityāhū is likewise highly probable, although the same bearer 

is not attested under both the full and short forms. 

Mattay constitutes the chronologically, geographically, syllabically, and morphologically most 

probable immediate Semitic antecedent of Greek Μαθθαῖος. In that name, the Greek pattern -αῖος 

very probably represents the morphological adaptation of a Semitic ending of the -ay type. The 

Mattay–Μαθθαῖος relationship is a strongly supported historical-linguistic reconstruction, but it is 

not documented by a bilingual attestation of the same individual. 

A Greek–Old Church Slavonic framework of transmission is highly probable for South Slavic 

Matej. The Old Church Slavonic forms матьтеи and матеа attest the early morphological 

integration of the name into the Slavic system. Serbian, Croatian, and Slovenian Matej, together 

with Macedonian Матеј and Bulgarian Матей, belong to the tradition of the Evangelist’s name 

Μαθθαῖος. 

The complete historical-morphological development mattat–mattit-, the specific full theophoric 

name from which Mattay may have developed, the priority and detailed manuscript distribution of 

the spellings Μαθθαῖος and Ματθαῖος, and the immediate diachronic origin of the Serbian 

nominative Mateja remain unresolved. The Phoenician and Punic parallels directly illuminate 

mattat, whereas they support the connection of mattit- with the same family only indirectly. The 

semantic analysis of Mattityāhū as “YHWH’s gift” therefore remains justified, but the specific 

origin of the vocalism mattit- has not been fully explained. 

The final reconstruction of the transmission must be branched: 

Palestinian מתי mty, probably Mattay 

→ very probably Greek Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος; 

from Greek, at least two European branches subsequently developed: 
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western branch: Greek Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος → Latin Matthaeus → Western European forms 

Matthew, Matthäus, Matteo, Mathieu/Matthieu, Mateo, Mateus, and others; 

eastern branch: Greek Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος → Greek–Old Church Slavonic transmission → Old 

Church Slavonic матьтеи/матеа → South Slavic forms Matej, Матеј, and Матей. 

Latin Matthaeus is therefore not a necessary intermediary stage between the Greek and Old Church 

Slavonic forms. The western Latin and eastern Greek–Old Church Slavonic traditions represent 

parallel branches of ancient transmission. 

Serbian Mateja belongs to the same broader tradition as Matej and is fully integrated into the 

Serbian declension of masculine names ending in -a. Its direct development from Matej is 

nevertheless not historically documented and should not be explained by the mechanical formula 

“Matej + -a.” 

The traditional gloss “gift of God” corresponds most transparently to the full theophoric forms 

Mattanyāhū and Mattityāhū. In short Mattay, Greek Μαθθαῖος, and modern Matej, the Yahwistic 

element is no longer synchronically segmentable as a morphological component. The meaning 

“gift of God” is therefore transmitted traditionally as an inherited etymological and religious gloss 

rather than as a direct analysis of the modern structure of the name. 

Modern Matej historically continues the Greek anthroponymic type Μαθθαῖος/Ματθαῖος, whose 

most probable immediate Semitic antecedent is Palestinian mty, reconstructed as Mattay. Mattay 

itself very probably belongs to the hypocoristic members of the broader theophoric family 

Mattityāh/Mattityāhū, but this second relationship has not been directly confirmed 

prosopographically. This distinction makes it possible to retain the traditional meaning of the name 

while presenting its history without identifying two successive reconstructive stages with a single 

directly documented fact. 
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https://www.mojabiblia.sk/svatepismo/44/skutky-apostolov-kapitola-1/ekumenicky-preklad/
https://www.mojabiblia.sk/svatepismo/44/skutky-apostolov-kapitola-1/ekumenicky-preklad/
https://gramota.ru/journal/stati/yazykovaya-politika/reformy-russkoy-orfografii
https://www.wulfila.be/gothic/browse/text/01/09.html
https://dmnes.org/
https://research.lu.lv/lv/publications/latvie%C5%A1u-personv%C4%81rdu-v%C4%93sturisk%C4%81-v%C4%81rdn%C4%ABca/
https://research.lu.lv/lv/publications/latvie%C5%A1u-personv%C4%81rdu-v%C4%93sturisk%C4%81-v%C4%81rdn%C4%ABca/
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10.15388/Baltistica.44.1.1302; Visuotinė lietuvių enciklopedija (2026), s.vv. ‘Matas’ and ‘Motiejus’. 

Available at: https://www.vle.lt/straipsnis/matas-1/ and https://www.vle.lt/straipsnis/motiejus/ (Accessed: 26 

July 2026). 

14. Uckelman, S.L. (ed.) (2023) Dictionary of Medieval Names from European Sources. Edition 2023, no. 1. 

Available at: https://dmnes.org/ (Accessed: 26 July 2026). The national lexicons cited in the preceding 

footnotes and this international corpus perform complementary evidential functions. For the sociohistorical 

and regional framework, see also Tibón, G. (1986) Diccionario etimológico comparado de nombres propios 

de persona. México: Fondo de Cultura Económica; Nascentes, A. (1952) Dicionário etimológico da língua 

portuguesa. Vol. II: Nomes próprios. Rio de Janeiro: Francisco Alves; Guérios, R.F.M. (1973) Dicionário 

etimológico de nomes e sobrenomes. São Paulo: Ave Maria; Dick, M.V.P.A. (1986) Toponímia e 

antroponímia no Brasil: coletânea de estudos. São Paulo: FFLCH-USP. 
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