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PREFACE

Ever since I started doctoral research under Professor John Emerton at
Cambridge in 1973 much of my time has been devoted to studying the
impact, both positive and negative, of Canaanite mythology and
religion on ancient Israel and the Old Testament. Although I have
written various books and articles on the subject over the years, [ have
long harboured the ambition of completing a more thoroughgoing and
comprehensive investigation of the relationship between Yahweh and
the gods and goddesses of Canaan, and this is what now appears before
the reader.

Unfortunately, various other projects have delayed the appearance of
this work. I should therefore express my thanks to those who have
helped speed the book on its way. First of all I must express my deep
gratitude to the British Academy and the Leverhulme Trust for the
honour of awarding me a British Academy/Leverhulme Trust Senior
Research Fellowship for a year, which enabled me to make
considerable progress on the work that would not otherwise have been
possible. Next, I am once again greatly indebted to Carol Smith, who
over the years and even in the midst of adversity has cheerfully word
processed countless drafts of the various chapters which appear in this
book. Finally, I am grateful to Sheffield Academic Press for accepting
this work into their Old Testament Supplement Series and to all those
who work for the Press for the careful attention they have bestowed on
the work.



ABD

AcOr
AfO
AION
AJSL
AnBib
ANEP

ANET

AOAT
AOS
AP

ArOr
ARW
ATANT

ATD
AulOr
AulOr Sup
AV

BA
BARev
BASOR
BBB
BETL
BH®
BHS
BHT
Bib

ABBREVIATIONS

Anchor Bible

David Noel Freedman (ed.), The Anchor Bible Dictionary
(New York: Doubleday, 1992)

Anchor Bible Reference Library

Acta orientalia

Archiv fiir Orientforschung

Annali dell’istituto orientale di Napoli

American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures
Analecta biblica

James B. Pritchard (ed.), Ancient Near East in Pictures
Relating to the Old Testament (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1954)

James B. Pritchard (ed.), Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating
to the Old Testament (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1950)

Alter Orient und Altes Testament

American Oriental Series

A. Cowley (ed.), Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C.
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1923)

Archiv orientdlni

Archiv fiir Religionswissenschaft

Abhandlungen zur Theologie des Alten und Neuen
Testaments

Das Alte Testament Deutsch

Aula Orientalis

Aula Orientalis Supplement

Authorized Version

Biblical Archaeologist

Biblical Archaeology Review

Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research
Bonner biblische Beitrige

Bibliotheca ephemeridum theologicarum lovaniensium
Biblia hebraica, 3rd edition

Biblia hebraica stuttgartensia

Beitriige zur historischen Theologie

Biblica



Biblnt Series
BibOr
BJRL
BKAT
BN
BNTC
BR
BSO(A)S
BTB
BWANT
BZ
BZAW
CAD

CAT
CBC
CBQ
CBQMS
CGTC
ConBOT
CT

DBSup
DDD

DID
EPROER

EstBib
ET

EvQ
ExpTim
FRLANT

HAR
HAT
HCOT
HDR
HKAT
HR
HSM
HSS
HTR

Abbreviations 9

Biblical Interpretation Series

Biblica et orientalia

Bulletin of the John Rylands University Library of Manchester
Biblischer Kommentar: Altes Testament

Biblische Notizen

Black’s New Testament Commentaries

Bible Review

Bulletin of the School of Oriental (and African) Studies
Biblical Theology Bulletin

Beitrige zur Wissenschaft vom Alten und Neuen Testament
Biblische Zeitschrift

Beihefte zur ZAW

Ignace I. Gelb et al. (eds.), The Assyrian Dictionary of the
Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago (Chicago:
Oriental Institute, 1964-)

Commentaire de I’ Ancien Testament

Cambridge Bible Commentary

Catholic Biblical Quarterly

Catholic Biblical Quarterly, Monograph Series

Cambridge Greek Testament Commentary

Coniectanea biblica, Old Testament

Cuneiform Texts from Babylonian Tablets, &c in the British
Museum

Dictionnaire de la Bible, Supplément

K. van der Toorn, B. Becking, P.W. van der Horst, Dictionary
of Deities and Demons (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1995; 2nd edn,
1999)

Discoveries in the Judaean Desert

Etudes Préliminaires aux religions orientales dans I’empire
romain

Estudios biblicos

English Translation

Evangelical Quarterly

Expository Times

Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen
Testaments

Hebrew Annual Review

Handbuch zum Alten Testament

Historical Commentary on the Old Testament

Harvard Dissertations in Religion

Handkommentar zum Alten Testament

History of Religions

Harvard Semitic Monographs

Harvard Semitic Studies

Harvard Theological Review



10 Yahweh and the Gods and Goddesses of Canaan

HUCA Hebrew Union College Annual

ICC International Critical Commentary

IDB George Arthur Buttrick (ed.), The Interpreter’s Dictionary of
the Bible (4 vols.; Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1962)

IDBSup IDB, Supplementary Volume

1IEJ Israel Exploration Journal

Int Interpretation

JA Journal asiatique

JANESCU Journal of the Ancient Near Eastern Society of Columbia
University

JAOS Journal of the American Oriental Society

JBL Journal of Biblical Literature

JCS Journal of Cuneiform Studies

JEA Journal of Egyptian Archaeology

JIS Journal of Jewish Studies

JNES Journal of Near Eastern Studies

JNSL Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages

JPOS Journal of the Palestine Oriental Society

JOR Jewish Quarterly Review

JS7 Journal for the Study of Judaism in the Persian, Hellenistic
and Roman Period

Jsor Journal for the Study of the Old Testament

JSOTSup Journal for the Study of the Old Testament, Supplement Series

JSS Journal of Semitic Studies

JTS Journal of Theological Studies

KAI H. Donner and W. Rollig, Kanaandische und aramdische
Inschriften (3 vols.; Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1962-64)

KAT Kommentar zum Alten Testament

KTU? M. Dietrich, O. Loretz, J. Sanmartin, The Cuneiform

Alphabetic Texts from Ugarit, Ras Ibn Hani and Other Places
(KTU: Second Enlarged Edition) (Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag,
1995) (2nd edn of M. Dietrich, O. Loretz, J. Sanmartin, Die
keilalphabetischen Texte aus Ugarit [Neukirchen—Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1976])

MIO Mitteilungen des Instituts Orientforschung

MT Masoretic Text

MVAG Mitteilungen der vorderasiatisch-agyptischen Gesellschaft
NAB New American Bible

NCB New Century Bible

NEB New English Bible

NICOT New International Commentary on the Old Testament
NRSV New Revised Standard Version

NS New Series

OBO Orbis biblicus et orientalis

OLP Orientalia lovaniensia periodica



OrAnt
OTG
OTL
OTS
PEQ
PG

PJ
PL

PSBA
RB

RHR
RIH
RivBib
RIA

RS

RSF
RSV
SBLDS
SBLMS
SBS
SBT
SEA
SEL
Sem
SJOoT
SJIT
SKPAW

ST
StudOr
TDOT

THAT

ThWAT
TynBul

UBL

Abbreviations 11

Orientalia

Oriens antiquus

Old Testament Guides

Old Testament Library

Oudtestamentische Studién

Palestine Exploration Quarterly

J.-P. Migne (ed.), Patrologia cursus completa...

Series graeca (166 vols.; Paris: Petit-Montrouge, 1857-83)
Paldstina-Jahrbuch

J.-P. Migne (ed.), Patrologia cursus completus...

Series prima [latina] (221 vols.; Paris: J.-P. Migne, 1844-65)
Proceedings of the Society of Biblical Archaeology
Revue d’Assyriologie et d’archéologie orientale

Revue biblique

Revised English Bible

Revue de Ihistoire des religions

Ras Ibn Hani

Rivista biblica

Reallexikon der Assyriologie

Ras Shamra

Rivista di Studi Fenici

Revised Standard Version

SBL Dissertation Series

SBL Monograph Series

Stuttgarter Bibelstudien

Studies in Biblical Theology

Svensk exegetisk drsbok

Studi epigrafici e linguistici

Semitica

Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament

Scottish Journal of Theology

Sitzungsberichte der Preuflischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, Berlin

Studia theologica

Studia orientalia

G.J. Botterweck and H. Ringgren (eds.), Theological
Dictionary of the Old Testament

Ernst Jenni and Claus Westermann (eds.), Theologisches
Handwdorterbuch zum Alten Testament (Munich: Chr. Kaiser,
1971-76)

Theologisches Worterbuch zum Alten Testament (Stuttgart: W.
Kohlhammer, 1970-)

Tyndale Bulletin

Theologische Zeitschrift

Ugaritisch—Biblische Literatur



12

UCOP
UF
UUA
VD

VTSup
WBC
wo
WMANT

WUNT
WZKM

ZAW
ZDMG
ZDPV
ZTK

Yahweh and the Gods and Goddesses of Canaan

University of Cambridge Oriental Publications
Ugarit-Forschungen

Uppsala universitetsarsskrift

Verbum domini

Vetus Testamentum

Vetus Testamentum, Supplements

Word Biblical Commentary

Die Welt des Orients

Wissenschaftliche Monographien zum Alten und Neuen
Testament

Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament
Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes
Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie

Zeitschrift fiir Althebraistik

Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft
Zeitschrift der deutschen morgenlindischen Gesellschaft
Zeitschrift des deutschen Palistina-Vereins

Zeitschrift fiir Theologie und Kirche



Chapter 1

YAHWEH AND EL

Were Yahweh and El originally the same Deity or not?

What was the relationship between Yahweh and the Canaanite god El1?
In the Old Testament Yahweh is frequently called El. The question is
raised whether Yahweh was a form of the god El from the beginning or
whether they were separate deities who only became equated later. The
Old Testament itself indicates some sense of discontinuity as well as
continuity, in that both the E and P sources imply that the patriarchs did
not know the name Yahweh and that this was first revealed to Moses
(Exod. 3.13-15, E; 6.2-3, P), in contrast to the J source, where the name
Yahweh was already known in primaeval times (Gen. 4.26). The P
source specifically states that the patriarchs had previously known God
under the name El-Shaddai (Exod. 6.3).

In the nineteenth century J. Wellhausen' believed Yahweh to be the
same as El, and more recently this has been particularly argued by F.M.
Cross and J.C. de Moor.? However, the following arguments may be
brought against this. First, in the Ugaritic texts the god El is revealed to
be wholly benevolent in nature, whereas Yahweh has a fierce as well as
a kind side.’ Secondly, as T.N.D. Mettinger* has rightly emphasized,

1. J. Wellhausen, Prolegomena to the History of Israel (trans. J.S. Black and
A. Menzies; Edinburgh: A. & C. Black, 1885), p. 433 n. 1 (not in German original).

2. F.M. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1973), pp. 60-75; J.C. de Moor, The Rise of Yahwism (BETL, 91:
Leuven: Leuven University Press and Peeters, 1990), pp. 223-60 (2nd edn, 1997,
pp. 310-69).

3. This has been especially emphasized by F. Lgkkegaard, ‘A Plea for El, the
Bull, and other Ugaritic Miscellanies’, in F.F. Hvidberg (ed.), Studia Orientalia
Ioanni Pedersen septuagenario dicata (Copenhagen: E. Munskgaard, 1953), pp.
219-35. P.D. Milier, ‘El the Warrior’, HTR 60 (1967), pp. 411-33, tries to find evi-
dence of an earlier concept of El as a warrior in Philo of Byblos. However, though
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the earliest evidence, such as that found in Judg. 5.4-5, associates
Yahweh with the storm, which was not something with which El was
connected at all. Rather, this is reminiscent of Baal. Thirdly, as for F.M.
Cross’s view’ that Yahweh was originally a part of EI’s cultic title, ‘El
who creates hosts’ (il dii yahwi saba’6t), this is pure speculation. The
formula in question is nowhere attested, whether inside or outside the
Bible. Cross’s reasons for thinking that yhwh sb’t cannot simply mean
‘Lord of hosts’, namely, that a proper name should not appear in the
construct, is incorrect.® Further, hyh (hwh) is not attested in Hebrew in
the hiphil (‘cause to be’, ‘create’), though this is the case in Aramaic
and Syriac. Yahweh in any case more likely means ‘he is’ (qal) rather
than ‘he causes to be/creates’ (hiphil): to suppose otherwise requires
emendation of the Hebrew text in Exod. 3.14 (‘ehyeh, ‘I am’), which
explains the name Yahweh. I conclude, therefore, that El and Yahweh
were originally distinct deities that became amalgamated. This view
was held as long ago as F.K. Movers,’ and has been argued since by
scholars such as O. Eissfeldt and T.N.D. Mettinger.®

It is interesting that the Old Testament has no qualms in equating
Yahweh with El, something which stands in marked contrast to its
vehement opposition to Baal, let alone the equation of Yahweh with
Baal (cf. Hos. 2.18 [ET 16)).° This must reflect a favourable judgment

the late Philo of Byblos (c. 100 CE) does preserve some genuinely ancient tradi-
tions, it would be most surprising for his picture of a warlike El to antedate the
second-millennium BCE Ugaritic texts.

4. T.N.D. Mettinger, ‘The Elusive Essence: YHWH, El and Baal and the Dis-
tinctiveness of Israelite Faith’, in E. Blum, C. Macholz and E.-W. Stegemann (eds.),
Die Hebrdische Bibel und ihre zweifache Nachgeschichte: Festschrift fiir Rolf
Rendtorff zum 65. Geburtstag (Neukirchen—VIuyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1990), pp.
393-417 (409-10).

5. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, pp. 60-75.

6. The closest parallels are the references to ‘Yahweh of Teman’ (yhwh tmn)
and ‘Yahweh of Samaria’ (yAwh $mrn) at Kuntillet ‘Ajrud, as J.A. Emerton has
pointed out, who also notes other instances of proper names in the construct. See
J.A. Emerton, ‘New Light on Israelite Religion: The Implications of the Inscrip-
tions from Kuntillet ‘Ajrud’, ZAW 94 (1982), pp. 2-20 (3-9).

7. F.K. Movers, Die Phonizier, I (2 vols. in 4 parts; Bonn: E. Weber, 1841),
pp- 312-16.

8. O. Eissfeldt, ‘El and Yahweh’, JSS (1956), pp. 25-37; reprinted in German
as ‘El und Jahwe’, in O. Eissfeldt, Kleine Schriften, Il (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr
[Paul Siebeck], 1966), pp. 386-97; Mettinger, ‘The Elusive Essence’.

9. This contrast in attitude was noted by Eissfeldt, ‘El and Yahweh’.



1. Yahweh and El 15

on El’s characteristic attributes: as supreme deity, creator god and one
possessed of wisdom, El was deemed wholly fit to be equated with
Yahweh.!” Baal, on the other hand, was not only subordinate to the
chief god EL!! but was also considered to be dead in the underworld for
half the year, something hardly compatible with Yahweh, who ‘will
neither slumber nor sleep’ (Ps. 121.4).

Since Yahweh and El were originally separate deities, the question is
raised where Yahweh originated. Yahweh himself does not appear to
have been a Canaanite god in origin: for example, he does not appear in
the Ugaritic pantheon lists. Most scholars who have written on the
subject during recent decades support the idea that Yahweh had his
origins outside the land of Israel to the south, in the area of Midian (cf.
Judg. 5.4-5; Deut. 33.2; Hab. 3.3, 7)'? and there has been an increasing
tendency to locate Mt Sinai and Kadesh in N.-W. Arabia rather than the
Sinai peninsula itself."* The former view, long held by German scholars,

10. One may compare the fact that the name of an ancient Chinese god, Shang
Ti, is used to denote the God of the Bible in one of the translations of the Bible into
Chinese, Shang Ti being regarded as a worthy deity.

11. This certainly holds true of the Ugaritic texts. Cf. C. L’Heureux, Rank
among the Canaanite Gods: El, Ba‘al, and the Repha’im (HSM, 21; Missoula, MT:
Scholars Press, 1979). H. Niehr, however, in Der hichte Gott (BZAW, 190; Berlin:
W. de Gruyter, 1990), maintains that, by way of contrast, in first-millennium BCE
Syria—Palestine Baal-Shamem had decisively overtaken El as the chief god. Though
there is some evidence for this, K. Engelkern, ‘Ba‘al§amem: Eine Auseinanderset-
zung mit der Monographie von H. Niehr’, ZAW 108 (1996), pp. 233-48, 391-407,
shows that this was not universally so—cf. Ahiqar, where El is much more promi-
nent than Baal, and the Deir ‘Alla text, where El seems to be supreme. More
particularly I would note that Niehr’s extra-biblical evidence is drawn from
Phoenicia and Syria, not Palestine, and I believe that in the latter there was much
greater continuity with the older Canaanite mythology from Ugarit. Only thus can
we explain the origin of the imagery in Dan. 7, where the Ancient of Days and the
one like a son of man reflect the nature and positions of El and Baal in the Ugaritic
texts. Moreover, unlike in Phoenicia and Syria, Baal was not worshipped under the
specific name Baal-Shamem in Palestine, except when foreign influence intervened
(Jezebel, Antiochus IV Epiphanes).

12. Even the arch-‘minimalist’” N.P. Lemche feels confident about this, in ‘The
Development of Israelite Religion in the Light of Recent Studies on the Early His-
tory of Israel’, in J.A. Emerton (ed.), Congress Volume, Leuven 1989 (VTSup, 43;
Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1991), pp. 97-115 (113-15).

13. E.g. F.M Cross, ‘Reuben, First-born of Jacob’, ZAW 100 Supplement
(1988), pp. 46-65.
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has been supported by evidence of a civilization in the Hejaz area in N.
W. Arabia (Midian) in the Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age, in contrast
to the general lack of this in this period in the Sinai peninsula. Also, the
epithet ‘Yahweh of Teman’ in one of the Kuntillet ‘Ajrud inscriptions
fits in with this. References to the Shasu Yahweh in Egyptian texts
alongside the Shasu Seir may also be cited in support. Though M.C.
Astour'* has questioned this, claiming that the reference was not to Seir
in Edom but to Sarara in Syria, on balance, however, the Egyptian S<rr
still seems more likely to be a slip for S (Seir) than the name Sarara.
As will be seen at various points later on in this chapter, a plausible
case can be made that several of the El epithets referred to in Genesis in
connection with patriarchal religion do indeed derive from the worship
of the Canaanite god El (El-Shaddai, El-Olam, El-Bethel, and possibly
El-Elyon). As Eissfeldt and others'® have also noted, the promises of
progeny to the patriarchs bear comparison with the promise of progeny
by the god El to Keret and Aghat in the Ugaritic texts. Although no one
can today maintain that the patriarchal narratives are historical
accounts, there are grounds for believing that their depiction of an El
religion does at least in part reflect something of pre-monarchical reli-
gion, however much it has been overlaid by later accretions. In favour
of a pre-monarchic El religion amongst the Hebrews one may first of all
note the very name Israel, meaning probably ‘El will rule’, a name
already attested in the late thirteenth century BCE on the stele of the
Egyptian pharaoh Merneptah. It is surely an indication of El’s early
importance that the very name of the people incorporates the name of
the god EL Secondly, as various scholars have noted,® prior to the rise

14. M.C. Astour, ‘Yahweh in Egyptian Topographic Texts’, in M. Goérg and E.
Pusch (eds.), Festschrift Elmar Edel (Agypten und Altes Testament, 1; Bamberg:
M. Gorg, 1979), pp. 17-34.

15. O. Eissfeldt, ‘Der kanaaniischer El als Geber der den israelitischen
Erzvitern geltenden Nachkommenschaft- und Landbesitzverheissungen’, in Studia
Orientalia in memoriam Caroli Brockelmann (Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der
Martin-Luther-Universitit Halle-Wittenberg, Gesellschafts- und Sprachwissen-
schaftliche Reihe 17; 1968), vols. 2-3, pp. 45-53; reprinted in O. Eissfeldt, Kleine
Schriften, V (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1973), pp. 50-62; C. Wester-
mann, Die Verheissungen an die Viiter (FRLANT, 116; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1976), pp. 151-67; ET The Promises to the Fathers (trans. D. Green;
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980), pp. 165-84.

16. E.g. M. Noth, Die israelitischen Personennamen im Rahmen der gemein-
semitischen Namengebung (BWANT, 3.10; Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1928),
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of the monarchy theophoric personal names including the name ¢/ are
very common, whereas explicitly Yahwistic personal names are very
rare (apart from Joshua only five from the Judges period).

El’s Influence on Yahweh Accepted by the Old Testament

Granted that El and Yahweh were originally separate deities who
became equated, the question now arises what was the nature of El’s
influence on the depiction of Yahweh. Here several points emerge
which will be discussed under the following headings.

Yahweh as an Aged God

One instance where a strong case can be made for the influence of El
symbolism on Yahweh concerns those few places where Yahweh is
represented as an aged God with many years. In the Ugaritic texts El is
frequently given the epithet ‘ab $nm, ‘Father of Years’!” (e.g. KTU*

pp. 90, 107; Mettinger, ‘The Elusive Essence’, p. 402.

17. This is now the standard rendering: first suggested by C. Virolleaud, it has
been accepted by many scholars, including Cassuto, Emerton, Hvidberg, Cross and
Cagquot. It fully coheres with the reference to El’s grey hair. (The aged El is often
thought to be depicted on the Ugaritic stele, ANEP, pl. 493.) That §nm as well as $nt
should mean ‘years’ in Ugaritic agrees with the fact that Hebrew has a plural con-
struct form $énét (besides §né) as well as the absolute plural form $anim (cf. variant
Ugaritic plural forms r’a$m, r’ast and r’i§t, from r’i§ ‘head’). None of the various
alternative proposals is compelling. Thus, O. Eissfeldt, El im ugaritischen Pantheon
(Berichte iiber die Verhandlungen der Séachsischen Akademie der Wissenschaften
zu Leipzig. Phil. Hist. Klasse, 98.4; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1951), p. 30 n. 4,
translated ‘ab $nm as ‘Father of mortals’, connecting $nm with Hebrew $and ‘to
change’, Syriac §nd ‘to depart’, but the Ugaritic equivalent has a f, not §, i.e. tn(y).
M.H. Pope, El in the Ugaritic Texts (VTSup, 2; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1955), p. 33,
translated ‘Father of Exalted Ones’, comparing Arabic snw, sny ‘shine, be exalted,
eminent’ or sanima ‘be tall, prominent’, but it is not certain that this root is other-
wise attested in Ugaritic. U. Oldenburg, The Conflict between El and Ba‘al in
Canaanite Religion (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1969), pp. 17-18, renders ‘Father of
Luminaries’, but this epithet is found elsewhere only in the New Testament (Jas
1.17). J. Aistleitner also appealed to the same basic root in comparing Arabic
sandm ‘elevation’ and seeing a reference to EI's heavenly abode (Worterbuch der
ugaritischen Sprache [ed. O. Eissfeldt; Berichte iiber die Verhandlungen der
Sdchsischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Leipzig. Philologische-Historische
Klasse, 106.3; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1965], p. 312, no. 2651). Finally, various
scholars have have seen in §nm the name of a god. S. and S. Rin, ““lilot ha’elim
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1.4.1V.24), a concept reinforced by the references to his grey hair (e.g.
KTU? 1.3.V.2, 24-25; 1.4.V.4). In the Old Testament there are just three
places where Yahweh’s ‘years’ are alluded to, and it is therefore par-
ticularly striking that in two of these he is specifically called by the
name EL!® The first of these is in Job 36.26, where Elihu declares,
‘Behold, God (’¢]) is great, and we know him not; the number of his
years is unsearchable’. Clearly Yahweh is being represented as a
supremely aged deity. The second occurrence is in Ps. 102.25 (ET 24),
where the Psalmist prays, ‘“O my God (’élf)”, I say, “take me not
hence in the midst of my days, thou whose years endure throughout all.
generations!”” The fact that Yahweh is here referred to as ‘my God’
(literally, ‘my EI’) is all the more striking in that it is the one place in
the whole Psalm in which God is not addressed as Yahweh (cf. vv. 2,
13, 16, 17, 19, 20, 22, 23 [ET 1, 12, 15, 16, 18, 19, 21, 22]). The only
other instance in the Old Testament where Yahweh’s ‘years’ are men-
tioned is Job 10.5, where Job asks God, ‘Are thy days as the days of
man, or thy years as man’s years?’ (This is part of a section in which
God is called *¢/dah, a term related to ’él, e.g. in Job 10.2.)

But these specific references to Yahweh’s years are not the only
places where he is depicted as an aged God. As J.A. Emerton'® was the
first to note, Dan. 7.9 also has this concept and has appropriated it from
ElL In Daniel’s apocalyptic vision God is there entitled the ‘Ancient of

(Jerusalem: Israel Society for Biblical Research and ‘Inbal, 1968), p. 39, consider
Snm as a variant of §lm (Shalem), but there is no evidence elsewhere of this variant
spelling of that divine name in Ugaritic. A Jirku, ‘Snm (Schunama), der Sohn des
Gottes *1I’, ZAW 82 (1970), pp. 278-79 and C.H. Gordon, ‘El, Father of Snm’,
JNES 35 (1976), pp. 261-62 (who makes no mention of Jirku), noted that the gods
Thmn and Snm are represented as carrying El when he is drunk (KTU2 1.114.15-19),
and elsewhere this is represented as a service that a model son should provide for
his father (KTU? 1.17.1.30-31, 1.17.1L5-6, 19-20), and therefore proposed that Snm
was the son of El. Although this is ingenious, one wonders, if it were correct, why
this son of all EI’'s many sons should be singled out for special mention in EI’s
epithet.

18. J.C. Greenfield was the first to note this so far as I am aware, in ‘The
Hebrew Bible and Canaanite Literature’, in R. Alter and F. Kermode (eds.), The
Literary Guide to the Bible (London: Collins, 1987), pp. 545-60 (555).

19. J.A. Emerton, ‘The Origin of the Son of Man Imagery’, JTS NS 9 (1958),
pp. 225-42. See also, J. Day, God’s Conflict with the Dragon and the Sea: Echoes
of a Canaanite Myth in the Old Testament (UCOP, 35; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1985), pp. 151-78.
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Days’, a term reminiscent of ‘Father of Years’, and we read that ‘the
hair of his head was like pure wool’, which likewise reminds one of El.
In keeping with this, the one like a son of man who comes with the
clouds of heaven and reigns for ever after being enthroned by the
Ancient of Days (Dan. 7.13-14) derives ultimately from Baal, ‘the rider
of the clouds’, and the beasts of the sea, whose rule is succeeded by that
of the one like a son of man, reflect Yam, Leviathan, and others, who
were defeated by Baal. (See below, Chapter 4.)

It seems inherently plausible that we have an Old Testament allusion
related to El’s being an aged deity in Gen. 21.33, where the patriarchal
deity at Beer-sheba is called El-Olam, ‘El, the Eternal One’, which may
possibly have meant originally ‘El, the Ancient One’, as F.M. Cross has
noted.?’ However, the proposal of F.M. Cross®! to find an allusion to ‘El
(god) of eternity’ (I d ‘Im) in the Proto-Sinaitic text 358 has proved to
be unfounded, since M. Dijkstra,?? having examined the text at first
hand, has shown that this reading is invalid. Probably El-Olam was the
local Canaanite god of Beer-sheba, but as we know from archaeology
that Beer-sheba was not settled before c. 1200 BCE, the cult there will
not antedate that time.

Yahweh as Wise

It was the god El who was especially noted for his wisdom according to
the Ugaritic texts (KTU* 1.4.V.65, etc.). It seems that the author of
Ezekiel 28 was familiar with this notion, since the king of Tyre’s
wisdom is emphasized in vv. 2, 3, 4, 5, and elsewhere in the very same
context he claims to be God (’¢él). As will be seen below, El traditions
lie behind the notion of the garden of Eden, so it is striking that the
divine wisdom is connected with the story of the first man in Gen. 3.5,
6, 22; Ezek. 28.12, 17, and Job 15.7-8. In my opinion it is probable that
it was from the god El that the notion of Yahweh’s wisdom was
appropriated. Plausibility is added to this view by the fact that wisdom
and old age were traditionally associated, and, as noted already, it was
from the god El that the notion of Yahweh as an aged deity with many
years was derived.

20. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, p. 50.

21. F.M. Cross, ‘Yahweh and the God of the Patriarchs’, HTR 55 (1962), pp.
225-59 (238), and Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, pp. 19, 50.

22. M. Dijkstra, ‘El ‘Olam in the Sinai?’, ZAW 99 (1987), pp. 249-50.
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Yahweh as Creator
We do not know whether Yahweh was conceived of as a creator god
from the beginning or not. One cannot presuppose this from the name
itself, for it is more likely that it means ‘he is’ rather than ‘he causes to
be’ (i.e. creates); certainly the former sense is how the Old Testament
itself understands it (cf. Exod. 3.14). Anyhow, whether Yahweh was
conceived to be a creator god from the beginning or not, there is some
evidence that there are occasions on which the Old Testament has
appropriated El language when it speaks of Yahweh as creator. Thus, it
can hardly be a coincidence that Gen. 14. 19, 22 speaks of ‘El-Elyon,
creator (qonéh) of heaven and earth’, and Deut. 32.6 declares, ‘Is not he
your father, who created you (qaneka)’. This is so because not only is it
the case that the verb gnk is used outside the Bible to speak of El’s
creative activity,?® but in both cases cited above we have other evidence
supporting El influence: Gen. 14.19 and 22 specifically refer to El(-
Elyon), and Deut. 32.8 also refers to the ‘sons of God’ (implicitly
seventy, deriving from the seventy sons of El) as well as the name
Elyon. (We should also note the personal name Elkanah [’elgand],
‘God [EIl] has created’, 1 Sam. 1.1, etc.) It is therefore possible that it is
not merely a coincidence when we find the concept of God as creator
and the name El together elsewhere in the Old Testament. Psalm 19.2
(ET 1) proclaims, ‘The heavens declare the glory of God (’¢l)’, and Ps.
102.26-27 (ET 25-26), which speaks of God’s work as creator, is not
only sandwiched between two verses referring to God’s years (cf. El;
vv. 25, 28, ET 24, 27), but following the only verse in the Psalm (v. 25,
ET 24) to refer to God as ’éli, ‘my God (lit. El)’, rather than Yahweh.
Reference was made above to Gen. 14.19, 22, ‘El-Elyon, creator of
heaven and earth’, where this deity is depicted as the pre-Israelite,
Jebusite god of Jerusalem. Elyon also occurs elsewhere as a divine

23. The words ’l gn ’rs, ‘El creator of the earth’, occur in the Phoenician inscrip-
tion of Azitawadda from Karatepe (XAI 26.A.III.18) and in a neo-Punic inscription
from Leptis Magna in Tripolitania (KAI 129.1). Further, the form 'lgwnr’ appears in
a bilingual text from Palmyra, where he is equated with Poseidon (J. Cantineau,
“Tadmorea (suite)’, Syria 19 (1938), pp. 72-82 [78-79]). N. Avigad, ‘Excavations in
the Jewish Quarter of the Old City of Jerusalem, 1971°, 1EJ 22 (1972), pp. 193-200
(195-96), alludes to a seventh-century BCE inscription which he restores as [’/] gn
'rs, but there is no certainty that this reconstruction is correct. However, there is no
doubt that this form underlies the name of the god Elkunir§a, whose wife is AZertu
(Asherah) in a Hittite—Canaanite mythological text (ANET, p. 519).
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name or epithet a number of other times in the Old Testament (e.g.
Num. 24.16; Deut. 32.8; Ps. 18.14 [ET 13}, 46.5 [ET 4], 78.17, 35, 56,
82.6, 87.5; Isa. 14.14; Dan. 7.22, 25, 27). There is dispute as to whether
Elyon was originally the same deity as El or not. Philo of Byblos (c.
100 CE) depicts Elioun, as he calls him, as a separate god from El.
Interestingly, he refers to Elioun (Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica
1.10.15) as the father of Heaven (Ouranos) and Earth (Ge), which is
reminiscent of the creator god El, and also strongly supports the idea
that the reference to El-Elyon as ‘Creator of heaven and earth’ in Gen.
14.19. 22 is an authentic reminiscence of the Canaanite deity, and not
simply invention.?* Prima facie the eighth-century BCE Aramaic Sefire
treaty also represents Elyon as a distinct deity from El, since ‘El and
Elyon’ occur together (KAl 222.A.11).%° This is one of a number of
cases of paired deities in the treaty, some of whom are god and consort,
whilst some others represent two parts of a whole. It is difficult to see
how the pairing of El and Elyon fits into either of these categories. It
has sometimes been suggested that ‘El and Elyon’ here might be a
compound divine name, analogous to Kothar-and-Hasis, for example,
in the Ugaritic texts.?® Whether or not they are the same deity, since
Elyon was apparently the creator, which was also the case with El, it
would appear that these two gods were functionally equivalent. Some
other language associated with the name Elyon in the Old Testament is
also El-like, for example, the association of Elyon with the mount of
assembly (Isa. 14.13-14), with the sons of God or Elyon (Deut. 32.8;
Ps. 82.6), and with the mythical river and streams (Ps. 46.5 [ET 4]).%

24. Philo’s evidence also serves to reject the idea that ‘El-Elyon, creator of
heaven and earth’ (Gen. 14.19, 22) involves a conflation of Elyon, lord of heaven,
and El, lord of earth, as suggested by G. Levi della Vida, ‘El ‘Elyon in Genesis 14
18-20°, JBL 63 (1944), pp. 1-9; R. Lack, ‘Les origines de Elyon, le trés-haut, dans
la tradition cultuelle d’Israél’, CBQ 24 (1962), pp. 44-64; R. Rendtorff, ‘El, Ba‘al
und Jahwe’, ZAW 78 (1966), pp. 277-92.

25. On the Sefire treaty see further J.A. Fitzmyer, The Aramaic Inscriptions of
Sefire (BibOr, 19; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1967).

26. E.g. E.E. Elnes and P.D. Miller, ‘Elyon’, DDD, cols. 560-71 (562-63) (2nd
edn, pp. 293-99 [294-85]). They hold that §m§ wnr in line 9 similarly constitute one
deity.

27. However, there are occasions when the name Elyon in the Old Testament is
used in association with Baalistic imagery; cf. Ps. 18.14 (ET 13), where Elyon
thundered (‘uttered his voice’) and Isa. 14.13-14, where Elyon’s dwelling is on
Zaphon. Possibly we are to assume that Elyon had absorbed some Baalistic fea-
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The Sons of El (God)

In the Old Testament there appears the concept of Yahweh’s having a
heavenly court, the sons of God. They are referred to variously as the
‘sons of God’ (b¢né haelohim, Gen. 6.2, 4; Job 1.6, 2.2; or bcné
*¢lghim, Job 38.7), the ‘sons of gods’ (b¢né ’élim, Pss. 29.1, 89.7 [ET
6]), or the ‘sons of the Most High’ (b?né ‘elyén, Ps. 82.6). It is also
generally agreed that we should read ‘sons of God’ (b¢né ’¢Iohim) for
‘sons of Israel’ in Deut. 32.8 (see below).

There are further numerous places where the heavenly court is
referred to without specific use of the expressions ‘sons of God(s)’ or
‘sons of the Most High’. Thus, the heavenly court is mentioned in con-
nection with the first human(s) (Gen. 1.26, 3.22; Job 15.7-8) or else-
where in the primaeval history (Gen. 11.7; cf. Gen. 6.2 above), and in
the context of the divine call or commission to prophesy (1 Kgs 22.19-
22; Isa. 40.3, 6; Jer. 23.18, 22; cf. Amos 3.7). We also find it referred to
in connection with the guardian gods or angels of the nations (Isa.
24.21; Ps. 82.1; Ecclus 17.17; Jub. 15.31-32; cf. Deut. 32.8 and Ps. 82.6
above; implied in Dan. 10.13, 20; 12.1). Apart from isolated references
to the divine assembly on the sacred mountain in Isa. 14.13 and to per-
sonified Wisdom in the divine assembly in Ecclus 24.2, the other
references to the heavenly court are more general (Zech. 1.10-11, 3.7,
14.5; Ps. 89.6-8 [ET 5-7]; Dan. 4.14 [ET 17], 7.10, 21, 25, 27, 8.10-13;
cf. Job 1.6, 2.2, 38.7 and Pss. 29.1, 89.7 [ET 6] above). Just as an
earthly king is supported by a body of courtiers, so Yahweh has a
heavenly court. Originally, these were gods, but as monotheism became
absolute, so these were demoted to the status of angels.

It was H. Wheeler Robinson®® who first drew attention to this concept

tures. On Elyon and the Old Testament cf. too J. Day, God’s Conflict with the
Dragon and the Sea, pp. 129-36.

28. H.W. Robinson, ‘The Council of Yahweh’, JTS 45 (1944), pp. 151-57. Sub-
sequent studies of this theme include: F.M. Cross, ‘The Council of Yahweh in
Second Isaiah’, JNES 12 (1953), pp. 274-77; G. Cooke, ‘The Sons of (the) Gods’,
ZAW 76 (1964), pp. 22-47; H.-W. Jiingling, Der Tod der Gétter: Eine Unter-
suchung zu Psalm 82 (SBS, 38; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1969); J.L.
Cunchillos Ylarri, ‘Los b°ne ha’elohim en Gen. 6, 1-4’, EstBib 28 (1969), pp. 5-31;
A. Ohler, Mythologische Elemente im Alten Testament (Diisseldorf: Patmos, 1969),
esp. pp. 204-12; W. Schlisske, Gottesséhne und Gottessohn im Alten Testament:
Phasen der Entmythisierung im Alten Testament (BWANT, 97; Stuttgart: W.
Kohlhammer, 1973), esp. pp. 15-78; E.T. Mullen, The Assembly of the Gods: The
Divine Council in Canaanite and Early Hebrew Literature (HSM, 24; Chico, CA,;
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in the Old Testament, though he cited only Babylonian parallels and so
concluded that the origin of the Israelite notion was Babylonian, over-
looking the more recently discovered Ugaritic parallels concerning the
sons of El It is in connection with the Canaanite god El and his pan-
theon of gods, known as ‘the sons of EI’, that a direct relationship with
the Old Testament is to be found. That this is certain can be established
from the fact that both were seventy in number. At Ugarit we read in
the Baal myth of ‘the seventy sons of Asherah (Athirat)’ (§b‘m. bn.
“atrt, KTU? 1.4.V1.46). Since Asherah was El’s consort, this therefore
implies that El’s sons were seventy in number. Now Deut. 32.8, which
is clearly dependent on this concept,? declares, ‘When the Most High
gave to the nations their inheritance, when he separated the sons of
men, he fixed the bounds of the peoples according to the number of the
sons of God’. The reading ‘sons of God’ (b¢né ¢lohim) has the support
of the Qumran fragment, 4QDeut,* the LXX, Symmachus, Old Latin
and the Syro-Hexaplaric manuscript, Cambr. Or. 929.%! This is clearly
the original reading, to be preferred to the MT’s ‘sons of Israel’ (b°né
yisra €l), which must have arisen as a deliberate alteration on the part
of a scribe who did not approve of the polytheistic overtones of the
phrase ‘sons of God’.>? Interestingly, it is known that the Jews believed

Scholars Press, 1980); M. Dietrich and O. Loretz, ‘Jahwe und seine Aschera’
(UBL, 9; Miinster: Ugarit—Verlag, 1992), pp. 134-57.

29. This was first proposed as a possibility by R. Tournay, ‘Les Psaumes com-
plexes (Suite)’, RB 56 (1949), pp. 37-60 (53), and then put forward more
confidently by W.F. Albright, ‘Some remarks on the Song of Moses in Deuteron-
omy XXXII’, VT 9 (1959), pp. 339-46 (343-44).

30. See E. Ulrich, F.M. Cross, S.W. Crawford, J.A. Duncan, P.W. Skehan, E.
Tov, J. Trebolle Barrera, Qumran Cave 4. IX. Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Kings
(DID, 14; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), p. 90 (= plate XXIII, col. X1I, no. 34).

31. With regard to the Cambr. Or. reading (ml’kwh d’Ik’), cf. M.H. Gottstein,
‘Eine Cambridger Syrohexaplahandschrift’, Le Muséon 67 (1954), pp. 291-96
(293), and J. Hempel, ‘Zu IVQ Deut 32 8°, ZAW 74 (1962), p. 70.

32. As D. Barthélemy argues, in ‘Les tigquné sopherim et la critique textuelle
de I’ Ancien Testament’, in Congress Volume, Bonn 1962 (VTSup, 9; Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1963), pp. 285-304 (297 n.1), b°né yisr@ él is not simply a scribal slip. The
latter was proposed by J.B. Lightfoot and H.L.. Ginsberg. Lightfoot, in The
Apostolic Fathers, Part 1. St Clement of Rome, 1l (London: Macmillan, 2nd edn,
1890), p. 94, followed by NAB (cf. BH® and BHS) suggested that ‘Israel’ in Deut.
32.8 accidentally came into the text from the end of the following verse (v. 9),
where it is found in the LXX and Samaritan versions. H.L. Ginsberg, ‘A Strand in
the Cord of Hebraic Hymnody’, Eretz-Israel 9 (W.F. Albright volume; Jerusalem:
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there to be seventy nations on earth, so that the sons of God were
accordingly also seventy in number. This emerges from the table of the
nations in Genesis 10, where there are seventy nations, and from the
later Jewish apocalyptic concept according to which there were seventy
guardian angels of the nations (Targum Pseudo-Jonathan on Deut.
32.8; 1 En. 89.59-77, 90.22-27). This view, which I have defended
previously,® seems eminently reasonable. The criticisms that it has
received seem unconvincing. Thus, first, R.N. Whybray* claims that it
is illegitimate to argue from the number seventy, since this is merely a
conventional way of referring to a large, but indeterminate, number.
But this does not seem to be the case here, since Genesis 10 lists pre-
cisely seventy nations on earth. Secondly, D.I. Block™® has claimed that
the seventy gods of the nations implied in Deut. 32.8 are rather to be
seen as a back projection from the notion of seventy nations on earth,
such as is found in Genesis 10. Since, however, the idea of seventy sons
of God (El) is already attested prior to Deut. 32.8, as the Ugaritic texts
prove, Block’s theory seems strained.

Finally, it is interesting to note that the Old Testament never refers to
the heavenly court as ‘the sons of Yahweh’. As we have seen above,
apart from one instance of b¢né ‘elyén, we always find ‘sons of God’,
with words for God containing the letters 'l (b°né ha’elohim, b®né
’elohim, b°né ’élim). This finds a ready explanation in their origin in the
sons of the Canaanite god EI.

‘El’ in the Old Testament as a Reflection of Canaanite El

Eventually, of course, the name El simply became a general word for
‘God’ in the Old Testament, and so it is found many times. For exam-
ple, there is the well-known phrase about Yahweh’s being ‘a jealous
God’ (’él gannd’), which clearly reflects the unique distinctiveness of
Yahwism rather than anything to do with the Canaanite god El. Also, in

Israel Exploration Society, 1969), pp. 45-50 (45 n. 4), supposed that yisra’éel in the
MT came about through a conflation of b°né *é€l and an explanatory gloss, Saré.

33. In several places, but first of all in J. Day, God’s Conflict with the Dragon
and the Sea, pp. 174-75.

34. R.N. Whybray, review of God’s Conflict with the Dragon and the Sea, by
John Day, in JTS NS 36 (1985), pp. 402-407 (406).

35. D.I. Block, The Gods of the Nations: Studies in Ancient Near Eastern
National Mythology (Evangelical Theological Monograph Series, 2; Jackson, MI:
Evangelical Theological Society; Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1988), pp. 20-21.
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many other instances throughout the Old Testament there is no doubt
that ’él is simply a general name for God without any reflection of the
Canaanite background. This has rightly been noted by R. Rendtorff.*
However, there are several instances where the use of the word ’él does
seem to reflect the Canaanite background. Where a strong case can be
made for this is in those instances in which the Old Testament employs
the word ’él in a context that is particularly suggestive of the Canaanite
El, especially if such a nsage occurs more than once. Thus, for exam-
ple, just as El was the leader of the divine assembly (the sons of El), so
the name ‘¢! is twice found in this context. In Ps. 82.1 we read that
‘God has taken his place in the divine council’ (**/ohim nissab ba*°dat-
el; cf. Ugaritic ‘dt.’ilm, ‘assembly of the gods’, in KTU* 1.15.11.7, 11).
This divine council consists of the ‘sons of the Most High’ in v. 6, who
are here sentenced to death, having previously had jurisdiction over the
nations of the earth (v. 8), and in Jewish thought they were numbered as
seventy. There can be detected here a connection with the seventy sons
of God in Deut. 32.8, deriving from the seventy sons of El, discussed
above.

The divine assembly is also referred to in Isa. 14.13 by means of a
word from the same root as in Ps. 82.1, where the Shining One, son of
the dawn boasts, ‘I will ascend to heaven; above the stars of God (’él) 1
will set my throne on high; I will sit on the mount of assembly (har
mé‘éd)’ . It will be recalled that at Ugarit EI’s assembly of the gods did
indeed meet on a mountain. It is also interesting that the name of ’é/
(God) is mentioned in the phrase ‘stars of God’, and that the stars and
the sons of God are sometimes equated (Job 38.7; cf. KTU” 1.10.1.3-4).
Ezekiel 28.2, 9 should also be recalled, since God is there three times
referred to as ’é/ (a term used elsewhere in Ezekiel only in Ezek. 10.5),
part of a passage that has multiple allusions characteristic of Ugaritic
El: the emphasis on the divine wisdom (vv. 2-6), the watery nature of
the dwelling (v. 2), and the expression mdsab Iohim ‘seat of God (or
gods)’ (v. 2). Another distinctively El characteristic that is twice
referred to in the Old Testament in the context of the name ’é/ is the
allusion to Yahweh'’s years (Ps. 102.25, 28 [ET 24, 27]; Job 36.26). The
passage in the psalm also speaks of God as creator, another point char-
acteristic of El (Ps. 102.26-27 [ET 25-26]). It may, therefore also be

36. R. Rendtorff, ‘Some Observations on the Use of “8 in the Hebrew Bible’, in
S. Ahituv and B. Levine (eds.), Eretz-Israel 24. (Jerusalem: Abraham Malamat
volume; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1993), pp. 192%-96".
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significant that the first half of Psalm 19, which highlights God’s role as
creator, specifically refers to him as 2/ (v. 2, ET 1).

Another possible instance of influence from El comes in the refer-
ences to Yahweh as ‘&l hannfin werahiim (Jon. 4.2; Neh. 9.31), ’él
rahiim wehanniin (Exod. 34.6; Ps. 103.8) or ’él rahiim (Deut. 4.31), that
is, ‘a God gracious and merciful’, ‘a God merciful and gracious’, or ‘a
merciful God’. In Ugaritic El is noted for these qualities and is fre-
quently referred to as ltpn ’il dp’id, ‘the kindly one, El, the compas-
sionate’, and these precise terms have survived in the epithets used of
Allah in Arabic, latif ‘kind’ and d# fu’dd, ‘merciful’. One may also
recall the frequent introductory allusions to Allah in the Koran: bismi
llahi r-rahmani r-rahimi, ‘In the name of Allah, the compassionate and
merciful’. It is possible that the Old Testament terminology is derived
from El as, for example, H. Spieckermann® has argued, though R.
Rendtorff*® doubts it, as the words in the Old Testament, unlike those
used in Arabic, are not identical to those in Ugaritic. Since Hebrew
lacks forms corresponding precisely to those in Ugaritic, however,
Rendtorff’s objection is not a decisive argument.*

In addition to the above points, it may be noted that throughout this
chapter indications are given that various occurrences of the name El in
the patriarchal narratives are a reflection of Canaanite El religion.

El’s Dwelling Place: The Origin of Paradise

Does Ezekiel 28.2-10 Reflect El Traditions? Ezekiel 28.2-10 is an
oracle of judgment against the king of Tyre, Ittobaal II. Because of his
hubris in striving to be like God, he is cast down into the underworld. It
has been debated whether traditions of the god El are reflected here.
Among the points that may be appealed to in support of this view are
the following:

37. H. Spieckermann, ‘“Barmherzig und gnidig ist der Herr...”’, ZAW 102
(1990, pp. 1-18 (3).

38. Rendtorff, ‘Some Observations on the Use of “N’, p. 196* n. 9.

39. Cf. Lgkkegaard, ‘A Plea for El, the Bull’, who sees influence from El on
Yahweh as having contributed to the latter’s kindness. On this theme see too now
J.F. Healey, ‘“The Kindly and Merciful God: On Some Semitic Divine Epithets’, in
M. Dietrich and I. Kottsieper, with H. Schaudig (eds.), ‘Und Mose schrieb dieses
Lied auf’: Studien zum Alten Testament und zum Alten Orient. Festschrift fiir
Oswald Loretz (AOAT, 250; Miinster: Ugarit—Verlag, 1998), pp. 349-56.
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(i) The name used for God in Ezek. 28.2 (x2) and 9 is El (’él).
This is found in only one other place in the book of Ezekiel, in
Ezek. 10.5 (El-Shaddai). Compare also Ps. 82.1, Job 36.26 and
Ps. 102.25-28 (ET 24-27) for some other places in the Old
Testament where the name ¢/ is used for God in association
with ideas that actually pertain to El in the Ugaritic texts
(divine assembly, aged deity, and creation).

(i) In saying, ‘T am El (God)’, the king of Tyre declares, ‘I sit in
the seat of God [or gods] (md¥ab ’¢lohim) in the heart of the
seas’ (Ezek. 28.2). This is suggestive of El, whose dwelling is
said in the Ugaritic texts to be ‘at the source of rivers, in the
midst of the double deep’. Although the location of Tyre itself
was ‘in the heart of the seas’ (cf. Ezek. 27.4, 32), the associa-
tion of this with the ‘seat of God’ clearly reflects El. (Mtb il
actually occurs in Ugaritic, cf. KTU* 1.3.V.38, 1.4.1.12,
1.4.IV.52; mtbt. *ilm occurs in KTU? 1.23.19 and KTU 1.53.5.)

(i) Interestingly, the deity is associated especially with wisdom,
as in Ezek. 28.2, ‘though you consider yourself as wise as
God’ and 28.6, ‘because you consider yourself as wise as
God’. Now El was regarded as particularly wise (cf. KTU®
1.4.V.3, etc.).

The combination of these three features creates a good case for see-
ing El traditions reflected here.** Attempts such as those of Zimmerli
and Van Dijk* to avoid this conclusion are to be rejected. (Canaanite
traditions are also present in the reference to Daniel in Ezek. 28.3.)%

The scholar who first drew attention to El parallels in Ezekiel 28,

40. See, for example, R.J. Clifford, The Cosmic Mountain in Canaan and the
Old Testament (HSM, 4; Cambridge, MA; Harvard University Press, 1972), pp.
169-71; H.N. Wallace, The Eden Narrative (HSM, 32; Atlanta; Scholars Press,
1985), p. 79, though seeing ’él as generic, ‘God’, rightly in my view envisages a
double entendre with regard to the god El.

41. H.J. Van Dijk, Ezekiel’s Prophecy on Tyre (Ez. 26,1-28,19) (BibOr, 20;
Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1968), pp. 95-96. O. Loretz, ‘Der Sturz des
Fiirsten von Tyrus (Ez 28, 1-19)’, UF 8 (1976), pp 455-58 (456), accepts that the
king of Tyre is here striving after the position of El, but rejects the view that El's
watery dwelling has influenced Ezek. 28.2.

42. Cf.]. Day, ‘The Daniel of Ugarit and Ezekiel and the Hero of the Book of
Daniel’, VT 30 (1980), pp. 174-84.
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M.H. Pope,” however, was quite wrong in seeing the picture of the
fallen figure in Ezek. 28.2-10 as itself being based on the fate of the god
El It is now widely recognized that there is no real evidence for the
notion that El was ejected (by Baal) from his seat of authority.** In
Ezekiel 28, as elsewhere in the Old Testament, El is equated with
Yahweh himself, and it is clear that it is the king of Tyre’s striving to
be like El that leads to his downfall.

Does Ezekiel 28.12-19 belong to the same Mythic Circle as Ezekiel
28.1-10? Ezekiel 28.1-10 and 28.12-19 represent two separate oracles
directed against the king of Tyre. However, there is a similarity of
theme: in both the king’s conceit of wisdom gets the better of him and
he is cast down. I have argued above that El traditions are found in
Ezek. 28.1-10. Is this the case also in 28.12-197 It would appear so.
First, El in the Ugaritic texts dwells on a mountain at the source of the
rivers. There is a reference to the waters in the first oracle, but no
mountain; it is the second oracle that refers to the mountain of God
(Ezek. 28.14, 16). Secondly, Ezek. 28.12-19 is a variant of the garden
of Eden story in Genesis 2-3: note the references to Eden, cherub(im)
and the casting out of the man in both instances.* In Gen. 2.10-14 the

43. Pope, El in the Ugaritic Texts, pp. 97-104.

44. L’Heureux, Rank among the Canaanite Gods, pp. 3-108, offers a convinc-
ing and thorough refutation of this view.

45. Asrightly stressed, for example by J.L. McKenzie, ‘Mythological Allusions
in Ezek 28 12-18’, JBL 75 (1956), pp. 322-27. Various attempts to deny this are
unsatisfactory. A.J. Williams, ‘The Mythological Background of Ezekiel 28:12-
197, BTB 6 (1976), pp. 49-61, for example, does not think that Ezek. 28.12-19
refers back to the story of Gen. 2-3 or alludes to the myth of a primaeval man, but
rather castigates the Tyrian ruler for his hubris in commercial activities and partici-
pation in the local sanctuary rites of sacral kingship. But Williams fails to explain
why, on his view, the king is represented as initially dwelling in Eden. R.R. Wilson,
‘The Death of the King of Tyre: The Editorial History of Ezekiel 28’, in J.H. Marks
and R.M. Good (eds.), Love & Death in the Ancient Near East: Essays in Honor of
Marvin H. Pope (Guilford, CN; Four Quarters, 1987), pp. 211-18, believes that
Ezek. 28.11-19 was originally a condemnation of the Israelite high priest in the
Jerusalem temple, referred to obliquely under the imagery of the king of Tyre. He
notes the parallel between the gem stones in v. 13 and those of the high priest in
Exod. 28.17-20, 39.10-13, he connects the cherub and mountain of God (vv. 14, 16)
with the cherubim of the Jerusalem temple and Mt Zion, and thinks the reference to
profaning sanctuaries (v. 18) is more appropriate of the high priest than a pagan
king. Wilson admits that, as it is stands, the oracle is directed at the king of Tyre,



1. Yahweh and El 29

garden of God is at the source of the rivers. No mention is made of this
in Ezek. 28.12-14, but there is a reference to the watery nature of the
divine dwelling in Ezek. 28.2.

If all this is so, then it would appear that El traditions could lie
behind the garden of Eden story. This conclusion is further borne out by
the Genesis 2-3 narrative, which, as will be seen below, places the
garden of Eden/garden of God precisely where Canaanite myth located
El's dwelling.

Where Was the Garden of Eden (Paradise)? Although for modern
readers the garden of Eden is not a literal place, for the ancients it
surely was, in view of the precise geographical indications given in
Gen. 2.10-14. These geographical data are sufficient to refute the thesis
of C. Westermann* that the Yahwist did not have some particular
location in mind. Its location at the source of the Tigris and Euphrates
rivers suggests either Armenia (at their western end) or the Persian Gulf
(at their eastern end). Although the Sumerians placed their Paradise
(Dilmun) in the Persian Gulf (at Bahrein)—and certain scholars such as
E.A. Speiser*’ supposed this to be in mind in Gen. 2.10-14—this does
not appear to be the case here. Two important considerations suggest
that Eden was located rather at the other end, in Armenia. First, as
Albright pointed out,* the river flowing from Eden became four head

and claims that this is due to a later redactor’s misunderstanding of its original pur-
pose. However, Wilson’s reconstruction is far too speculative to carry conviction. It
is passing strange that the Israelite high priest (whom Ezekiel nowhere else
specifically singles out for judgment) should be symbolized by the king of Tyre.
Rather than seeing the Israelite high priest as being symbolized by the king of Tyre
it is more natural to suppose that the king of Tyre is being spoken of under the
imagery of the first man expelled from Eden: the combination of references to the
garden of Eden, the casting out of a man for sin, and the association of a cherub
with this, is too close to Gen. 2-3 for the parallel to be dismissed.

46. C. Westermann, Genesis 1-11 (BKAT, 1.1; Neukirchen—Vluyn: Neukir-
chener Verlag, 1974), p. 294; ET Genesis 1-11: A Commentary (trans. J.J. Scullion;
London: SPCK, 1984), pp. 215-16.

47. E.A. Speiser, ‘The Rivers of Paradise’, in R. von Kienle, A. Moortgat, H.
Otten, E. von Schuler and W. Zaumseil (eds.), Festschrift Johannes Friedrich
(Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1959), pp. 473-85; reprinted in Speiser’s collected essays,
Oriental and Biblical Studies (ed. J.J. Finkelstein and M. Greenberg; Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1967), pp. 23-34.

48. W.F. Albright, ‘The Location of the Garden of Eden’, AJSL 39 (1922), pp.
15-31 (18).
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(-waters). He writes, ‘Like Assyr. ré§ ndri, and Eg. r§, Heb. rdfim
refers solely to the headwaters of a river and even the Hebrew scribes
never went so far as to picture a river running upstream to its source’.
Secondly, in Ezek. 28.14, 16 (cf. v. 13) Eden is set on a mountain. This
does not fit the Persian Gulf at all, but coheres with Armenia perfectly,
since its mountainous terrain is particularly noteworthy. That Gihon
and Pishon are not geographically accurate does not matter: this is
archaic geography. Gihon, ‘which flows around the whole land of
Kush’ (Gen. 2.13) denotes the Nile (as in Ecclus 24.27 and LXX of Jer.
2.18); and Kush normally represents Nubia. Pishon is possibly the
Indus. Note that Pausanias, Description of Greece 2.5.3 reports the
‘story that the Nile is the Euphrates, which disappears into a marsh,
rises again beyond Ethiopia and becomes the Nile’, and Arrian
(Anabasis Alexandria 6.1.2-6) records that Alexander the Great at first
thought that the Indus was the upper course of the Nile (cf. Strabo,
Geography 15.1.25).

Interestingly, it was on one of the mountains of Armenia (Ararat, i.e.
Urartu) that Noah’s Ark landed (Gen. 8.4). In the Mesopotamian
version of the flood story, which underlies the Genesis account, the
flood hero was translated to Paradise following the landing of the Ark
(Gilgamesh epic, tablet 11, lines 194-97). In Berossos’s version* the
Ark, as in Gen. 8.4, lands in Armenia (as also in Nicolaus of Damascus,
cited by Josephus, Ant. 1.3.6), while in the Gilgamesh epic (tablet 11,
lines 140-44) it lands in Kurdistan (Mt Nimush, previously read
Nisir’®), adjacent to Armenia. When the Mesopotamian flood hero
Utnapishtim is said to be at pi ndrdti, ‘the mouth of the rivers’ (tablet
11, lines 194-97), it is natural to suppose that this is at the Armenian
source of the Tigris and Euphrates. This also coheres with the fact that
Gilgamesh, in seeking Utnapishtim, the Mesopotamian flood hero,
crosses Mt Mashu—that is, Mt Masios in Armenia—and the dark
tunnel he goes through fits a tunnel at the end of the river Tigris.

Interestingly, there is evidence that the dwelling place of the supreme
Canaanite god El was located at the source of the river Euphrates. In
the Hittite—Canaanite Elkunir§a myth,>! Elkunir$a (= El, creator of the

49. See S.M. Burstein, The Babyloniaca of Berossus (Sources and Monographs:
Sources from the Ancient Near East, 1.5; Malibu: Undena, 1978), p. 20.

50. For the reading Nimush, see W.G. Lambert, ‘Nisir or Nimush?’, RA 80
(1986), pp. 185-86; it is followed, e.g., by S. Dalley, Myths from Mesopotamia
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), p. 114.
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earth) lives in a tent at the source of the Mala river (Euphrates). This
must also be in Armenia, since El characteristically dwells on a moun-
tain (in the Ugaritic texts).

51. For convenience, see ANET, p. 519. This was originally published by H.
Otten, ‘Ein kanaandischer Mythus aus Bogazkoy’, MIO 1 (1953), pp. 125-50, and
there is a more recent edition by H.A. Hoffner, “The Elkunirsa Myth Reconsidered’,
Revue Hittite et Asianique 23 (1965), pp. 5-16. The Elkunir$a text is the only explicit
evidence of El's dwelling place that we have, and the argument for EI’s dwelling in
Armenia has been laid out by E. Lipifiski in ‘El’s Abode: Mythological Traditions
Related to Mount Hermon and to the Mountains of Armenia’, OLP 2 (1971),
pp- 13-69 (41-58). However, Lipifiski (pp. 15-41) also makes a reasonable case that
the mount of the gods (and therefore El's) could also be envisaged on Mt Hermon.
He appeals especially to the fact that it is implied in an old Babylonian version of
the Gilgamesh epic that the dwelling of the Anunnaki was in the cedar forest (cf.
rev., lines 13, 20), i.e. the Antilebanon-Hermon, of which Mt Hermon is the
highest, the Anunnaki in the Old Babylonian period denoting the great gods in
general. He also notes the association of the sons of God with Mt Hermon in / En.
6.6, and I have noted that Bashan is called har *¢I6him in Ps. 68.16 (ET 15), and that
this most naturally denotes Mt Hermon (J. Day, God’s Conflict with the Dragon
and the Sea, pp. 115-19).

Other locations have, however, been suggested. Thus, Pope, El in the Ugaritic
Texts, pp. 72-81, argued that El dwelt at Khirbet Afga at the source of the Nahr
Ibrahim. Pope’s argument rests on the similarity of the word ’apg ‘spring’, used in
connection with EI's dwelling in the Ugaritic texts (e.g. KTU*1.6.1.34) to the name
Afqa, but since ’apqg is not a proper name, this is uncompelling. Cross, Canaanite
Mpyth and Hebrew Epic, pp. 24-39, believes that EI's dwelling was located on Mt
Amanus. Cross’s case for Mt Amanus largely depends on the view that El was the
same as the Punic deity Baal-Hammon and that this name means ‘lord of Amanus’.
However, both suppositions are questionable. Elsewhere in Punic inscriptions Baal
Hammon is often called simply Baal (e.g. KAl 86, 87, 94), suggesting that this was
the name of the deity and not simply his epithet. It is also more likely that hammon
means ‘incense burner’ rather than Amanus (see J. Day, Molech: A God of Human
Sacrifice in the Old Testament [UCOP, 41; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1989], pp. 37-40).

Finally, the view has more recently been suggest by A. Naccache, ‘El’s Abode in
his Land’, in N. Wyatt, W.G.E. Watson and J.B. Lloyd (eds.), Ugarit, Religion and
Culture: Proceedings of the International Colloquium on Ugarit, Religion and
Culture, Edinburgh, July 1994; Essays Presented in Honour of Professor John C.L.
Gibson (UBL, 12; Miinster: Ugarit—Verlag, 1996), pp. 249-72, that EI's dwelling
was on Mt Lebanon. However, none of his reasons is compelling, e.g. the Egyptian
references to Lebanon as ‘Land of the God’ (which god?) and the presence of vari-
ous Arabic villages in the neighbourhood of Mt Lebanon with el in their names
(how ancient are these place names?).
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The thesis I shall defend, therefore, is that the garden of Eden—or
garden of God, as it is sometimes called—derives from the dwelling
place of El. Other pointers to the origin of the Eden myth in El’s
dwelling are as follows. First, in the little known fragment of the
Paradise myth in Job 15.7-8 the dwelling place of the first man is
located ‘in the council of God’. The divine council derives from the
assembly of the sons of El, which is located on El’s mountain in the
Ugaritic texts. Secondly, the emphasis on wisdom in Paradise also
suggests El, who was particularly noted for his wisdom (see Gen. 3.6,
22; Job 15.8; Ezek. 28.12, 17). Thirdly, the association of Eden with
creation is also consonant with El, the creator god. Finally, one of the
rivers of Eden is called Gihon, the same name as the spring in Old
Testament Jerusalem, which is associated with El (called Elyon) in Ps.
46.5 (ET 4).

El-Shaddai. The most likely interpretation of the divine name El-
Shaddai is ‘El, the mountain one’, with reference to El’s dwelling place
on a mountain. This is P’s preferred term for God in the period between
Abraham and the revelation of the name Yahweh to Moses (cf. Gen.
17.1, 28.3, 35.11; Exod. 6.3). However, the name Shaddai is already
present in what appear to be early, perhaps tenth-century, texts such as
Gen. 49.25, Num. 24.4, 16, and Ps. 68.15 (ET 14). Traditionally, El-
Shaddai has been rendered ‘God Almighty’, following the LXX’s
rovrokpatop and the Vulgate’s omnipotens, but it is widely accepted
that this is a later misunderstanding, possibly arising through association
with Hebrew §dd ‘to destroy’ (cf. Isa. 13.6; Joel 1.15, k¢50d misSadday
‘as destruction from Shaddai’). A rabbinic view understanding the
name as meaning ‘who suffices’ (fe + day) is clearly fanciful and has
no support. A standpoint occasionally supported by modern scholars
connects it with the Hebrew word $ad ‘breast’ .’ but since Shaddai was
a masculine deity this is far-fetched.

The two most widely accepted views today render the name El-
Shaddai either as ‘El, the mountain one’, relating it to Akkadian $adii
‘mountain’ (and $adda’u, $addii’a, ‘mountain inhabitant’),>? or as ‘El of

52. E.g. D. Biale, ‘The God of the Breasts: El Shaddai in the Bible’, HR 21
(1981-82), pp. 240-56.

53. Cf. W.F. Albright, ‘The Names Shaddai and Abram’, JBL 54 (1935), pp.
180-87; Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, pp. 52-60; T.N.D. Mettinger, In
Search of God: The Meaning and Message of the Everlasting Names (trans. F.H.
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the field’, connecting it with Hebrew §adeh ‘field’.>* It is a disadvantage
to the latter understanding that the Hebrew word for ‘field’ has &,
whereas Shaddai has §. Since the meaning ‘mountain’ is thought to
derive from the word for ‘breast’, the fact that Hebrew here has § is also
appropriate. Further, Cross observes that in a Hurrian hymn El is
described as °El, the one of the mountain’ (’/l paban-hi-wi-ni).>> He
also notes™ that an epithet resembling ’él-Sadday, namely, bél Sadé
‘lord of the mountain’ is employed of the Amorite deity called Amurru;
judging from such facts as that this deity is also called Ilu-Amurru and
has a liaison with ASratum, the counterpart of Athirat (Asherah), EI’s
consort, Cross suggests that Amurru is to be regarded as the Amorite
El. Interestingly, in the Deir ‘Alla inscription, 1.5-6 we read, ‘I will tell
you what the Shadda[yyin have done]. Now come, see the works of the
gods! The gods gathered together; the Shaddayyin took their places as
the assembly’. In both sentences it is most natural to take the
Shaddayyin (§dyn) and the gods (’lhn) as parallel terms referring to the
same deities, who constituted the divine assembly. Logically, El, the
supreme deity, who also features in the text (1.2; I1.6) would therefore
be Shaddai par excellence. Since, moreover, this epithet is here applied
to the gods in their role as members of the divine assembly, which
characteristically met on a mountain, the meaning ‘mountain ones’
seems very appropriate, much more so than ‘those of the field’.¥’
Altogether, though we cannot be certain, a plausible case can be
made that Shaddai means ‘the mountain one’, and derives from an
epithet of El. Certainly, in addition to the epithet El-Shaddai, the name
Shaddai is found parallel with El a remarkable number of times,

Cryer; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987), pp. 69-72; de Moor, The Rise of
Yahwism, p. 125 (2nd edn, p. 179).

54. M. Weippert, ‘Erwigungen zur Etymologie des Gottesnamens 'El $addaj’,
ZDMG 111 (1961), pp. 42-62; W. Wifall, ‘El Shaddai or El of the Fields’, ZAW 92
(1980), pp. 24-34; O. Loretz, ‘Der kanaandische Ursprung des biblischen Gottes-
namens El Saddaj’, UF 12 (1980), pp. 420-21.

55. Cf. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, p. 56.

56. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, pp. 57-60. Contrast L..R. Bailey,
‘Israelite "El Sadday and Amorite Bél Sadé’, JBL 87 (1968), pp. 434-38, who
thought that B&l Sadé referred to Sin, the moon god. See Cross’s objections,
Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, p. 57 n. 52. Cf. too J. Ouellette, ‘More on 'l
Sadday and Bél Sadé’, JBL 88 (1969), pp. 470-71.

57. In my general conclusions here I agree with J.A. Hackett, The Balaam Text
from Deir ‘Alla (HSM, 31; Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1980), pp. 85-87.
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especially in Job (Num. 24.4, 16; Job 8.3, 5, 13.3, 15.25, 22.17, 23.16,
27.2, 13, 33.4, 34.10, 12, 35.13). If Shaddai originated as an epithet of
some other god than El it is surprising that the term became so much
approved and was never rejected.

El Influence on Yahweh Ultimately Rejected by the Old Testament

El the Bull: The Origin of Jeroboam’s Golden Calves Cult

I have considered above various aspects of the Canaanite god, El,
which were appropriated by Yahweh and which have been taken up
into the Old Testament. There were a couple of aspects of the El cult,
however, that were accepted by many Israelites, but ultimately came to
be rejected by the Old Testament. One was the appropriation by
Yahweh of El’s wife, Asherah, which will be considered below in
Chapter 2. The other concerns the symbolism of the deity by a bull. In
the Ugaritic texts El is frequently referred to as the ‘Bull El’ (zr ’il), as,
for example, in KTU* 1.2.111.21, 1.4.111.31, and elsewhere. This bull
symbolism seems to have been symbolic of El’s strength rather than
fertility, as El was not particularly associated with fertility. I shall argue
below that the golden calves set up by King Jeroboam I at Bethel and
Dan (1 Kgs 12.26-30) reflect ancient Yahwistic symbolism deriving
from the god El. (That bull symbolism—whether associated with El or
some other god[s]—was known in Palestine prior to Jeroboam is
attested archaeologically.’®) But first I need to reject other origins of
this symbolism that have been suggested.

58. E.g. a ceramic vessel in the shape of a bull has been found at MB Shiloh, a
silver-plated statuette of a calf was discovered at MB II Ashkelon, and, most
famously, an image of a bull from the so-called ‘Bull Site’ was found by A. Mazar
near Dothan. See 1. Finkelstein, ‘Shiloh Yields some, but not all of its Secrets’,
BARev 12.1 (1986), pp. 22-41 (29-34); L.E. Stager, ‘When Canaanites and
Philistines Ruled Ashkelon’, BARev 17.2 (1991), pp. 25-29; A. Mazar, ‘The “Bull
Site”: An Iron Age I Open Cult Place’, BASOR 247 (1982), pp. 27-42; A. Mazar,
‘Bronze Bull Found in Israelite “High Place” from the Time of the Judges’, BARev
9.5 (1983), pp. 34-40. A. Mazar, ‘On Cult Places and Early Israelites: A Response
to Michael Coogan’, BARev 15.4 (1988), p. 45; M.D. Coogan, ‘Of Cults and Cul-
tures: Reflections on the Interpretation of Archaeological Evidence’, PEQ 119
(1987), pp. 1-8. For a brief survey of these and other Palestinian bull icons, see W.I.
Toews, Monarchy and Religious Institution in Israel under Jeroboam I (SBLMS,
47; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993), pp. 49-51.
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Prior to the nineteenth century it was generally thought that
Jeroboam’s calves (I Kgs 12.26-30), as well as Aaron’s golden calf
(Exod. 32) were Egyptian in origin. This view is already found in Philo
of Alexandria and was followed by the Church Fathers and others. In
the twentieth century it has been accepted by R.H. Pfeiffer, E. Danelius
and J. Oswalt.® Danelius curiously argued that the deity in question
was the cow goddess, Hathor, because the LXX speaks of Jeroboam’s
heifers (1 Kgs 12.28, 33; contrast ‘calf’ throughout Exod. 32), but there
is no reason to believe that the MT is at fault at this point. Against an
Egyptian origin it has been noted that it would be improbable for the
Hebrews to attribute their deliverance from Egyptian oppression to an
Egyptian deity, that the Egyptians worshipped /iving bulls (such as the
Apis bull), and finally, that it is improbable that Jeroboam would have
imported such a foreign god.®

Surprisingly, another view maintained by J. Lewy and L.R. Bailey®!
has it that the golden calves were symbols of the Mesopotamian moon-
god, Sin. There is little to be said for this theory, since there is no clear
evidence for Sin worship in the Old Testament and moon worship,
though not absent, does not seem to have played a prominent role in
ancient Israel. (See below, Chapter 6, for Yahweh and the moon.)
Moreover, it was Yahweh who was the God of the Exodus, and we
never hear of this being attributed to any other deity.

When the Old Testament speaks of Israel’s apostasy to other gods,
the most prominent deity in this connection is the Canaanite storm and

59. R.H. Pfeiffer, ‘Images of Yahweh’, JBL 45 (1926), pp. 211-22 (217-18),
and Religion in the Old Testament (London: A. & C. Black, 1961), p. 75; E.
Danelius, ‘“The Sins of Jeroboam Ben-Nabat [sic]’ JOR 58 (1967), pp. 95-114, 204-
23; J. Oswalt, ‘The Golden Calves and the Egyptian Concept of Deity’, EvQ 45
(1973), pp. 13-20. For a thorough survey of attempts to see Egyptian influence on
the calf cult, see J. Hahn, Das ‘Goldene Kalb’: Die Jahwe-Verehrung bei Stierbil-
dern in der Geschichte Israels (Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 2nd edn, 1987), pp. 314-24.

60. These points were already made by S.R. Driver, The Book of Exodus
(Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1911), p. 348.

61. J. Lewy, ‘The Old West Semitic Sun-god Hammu’, HUCA 18 (1943-44),
pp.- 429-81 (442-43) and ‘The Late Assyro-Babylonian Cult of the Moon and its
Culmination at the Time of Nabonidus’, HUCA 19 (1945-46), pp. 405-89 (448); for
a posthumous summary of Lewy’s ideas, see A.F. Key, “Traces of the Worship of
the Moon God Sin among the Early Israelites’, JBL 84 (1965), pp. 20-26; L.R.
Bailey, ‘“The Golden Calf’, HUCA 42 (1971), pp. 97-115.
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fertility god, Baal. Baal is, in fact, sometimes associated with bull sym-
bolism,5? and the view that Jeroboam’s golden calves represented Baal
is already attested in the Apocrypha in Tob. 1.5. However, although a
few modern scholars have adopted this view,5 it is now generally
rejected. Significantly, Jehu’s revolution, which ‘wiped out Baal from
Israel’ (2 Kgs 10.28), did not remove the golden calves (2 Kgs 10.29),
clearly indicating that they were not perceived as Baal symbols. Like-
wise, the prophet Elijah, who was adamant in his opposition to Baal,
utters no condemnation of the golden calves, and neither does Elisha.

Although not all agree, most scholars now accept that Jeroboam’s
calves were associated with Yahweh, the God of Israel, rather than some
foreign god. Thus, first, Jeroboam was attempting to secure his throne
and stop people from going to worship Yahweh in Jerusalem (1 Kgs
12.26-27), and would therefore have been unwise at that point to have
imposed some alien god. Secondly, Jeroboam declares of the calves,
‘Behold your gods, O Israel, who brought you up out of the land of
Egypt’ (cf. Exod. 32.4). It is Yahweh who is elsewhere the god of the
Exodus, and there is no evidence that this deliverance was ever attri-
buted to any other god. Thirdly, Exodus 32, which is clearly polemiciz-
ing against Jeroboam’s calves, goes on to connect them with Yahweh in
Exod. 32.5, ‘Tomorrow shall be a feast to the Lord’ (cf. the reference to
the feast in 1 Kgs 12.32). Fourthly, Jeroboam’s son, Abijah (1 Kgs
14.1) has a Yahwistic name. Fifthly, the one personal name from Israel
referring to a bull is ‘glyw, ‘calf of Yahweh’ (or possibly ‘Yahweh is a
calf’) on Samaria ostracon 41 (about 100 or 150 years later than
Jeroboam I),% thus associating the calf with Yahweh rather than any
other god. Sixthly, the fact that the golden calves were not removed in
Jehu’s purge suggests that they were perceived to be Yahwistic.

62. See the evidence collected by A.H.W. Curtis, ‘Some Observations on “Bull”
Terminology in the Ugaritic Texts and the Old Testament’, in A.S. van der Woude
(ed.), In Quest of the Past: Studies on Israelite Religion, Literature and Prophetism
(OTS, 26; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1990), pp. 17-31 (17-20).

63. Those connecting the golden calves with Baal worship include T.J. Meek,
‘Aaronites and Zadokites’, AJSL 45 (1929), pp. 149-66 (149-50); H.M. Barstad,
The Religious Polemics of Amos: Studies in the Preaching of Am 2, 7B-8; 4, 1-13;
5, 1-27; 6, 4-7; 8, 14 (VTSup, 34; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1984), p. 189 (referring
specifically to the calf at Dan). For a list of others who have taken this view see
Hahn, Das ‘Goldene Kalb’, p. 332 n. 134,

64. For convenience, see J.C.L. Gibson, Textbook of Syrian Semitic Inscrip-
tions, 1 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), p. 10 (cf. also p. 12).
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Granted that the golden calves denoted Yahweh rather than some
foreign deity, the question still remains whence this imagery was
derived. The most likely explanation is that it was appropriated from
the Canaanite god El, known as ‘Bull EI’ in the Ugaritic texts, with
whom Yahweh was identified.®® The following points speak in favour
of this. First, in Canaanite religion it is supremely the god El with
whom bull symbolism is associated so far as we can tell from the
Ugaritic texts. Secondly, it may be significant that one of the two sites
at which the golden calves were set up was Bethel, a name that literally
means ‘house of EI’. The god of Bethel is called El-Bethel in Gen. 35.7
(cf. 31.13),% and in Jer. 48.13 the god of the northern kingdom seems
to be called simply Bethel: ‘Then Moab shall be ashamed of Chemosh,
as the house of Israel was ashamed of Bethel, their confidence’. From
the context, Bethel can be only the name of the deity,% not the place.®

65. Those seeing El symbolism as lying behind the golden calves include Cross,
Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, pp. 73-75; Curtis, ‘Some Observations on “Bull”
Terminology’, pp. 25-28; Toews, Monarchy and Religious Institution, pp. 41-46; N.
Wyatt, ‘Calf’, DDD, cols. 344-48 (346-47) (2nd edn, pp. 180-82 [181-82]). Hahn,
Das ‘Goldene Kalb’, p. 334, leaves open whether Baal or El influence was at work,
but seems to incline to EL

66. Gen. 35.7 has, ‘and he {Jacob] called the place El-Bethel...’. LXX, Syriac
and Vulgate simply read ‘Bethel’, but this looks like the easier reading, and
therefore to be rejected. There is ample precedent for including the divine name in
names of places or altars: cf. most immediately Gen. 33.20, where Jacob called the
altar at Shechem °‘El, the god of Israel’, and also note Exod. 17.15, Judg. 6.24,
Ezek. 48.35. As for Gen. 31.13, the MT has ’andki ha’el bét-él; as the text goes on
to refer to ‘where’ ("*%er...5am), we cannot translate ‘I am the god Bethel’, and we
would naturally expect ’él not to have the definite article if the meaning were ‘I am
the God/El of Bethel’. Possibly we should understand ‘I am the God at Bethel’,
with ellipse of b¢ ‘at’ before ‘Bethel’, as this happens quite a number of times in the
Old Testament with place names, including Bethel (cf. Num. 21.14; 2 Kgs 23.17).
Some scholars add the words ‘who appeared to you at’ (hannir’eh ’éléka b¢)
between ha’él and bét-’él (cf. LXX and Targum), though this might be an interpreta-
tion inspired by the apparent grammatical problem of the MT (the latter being
supported by the Samaritan Pentateuch) or by a desire to avoid speaking of a
localized God of Bethel.

67. On the god Bethel, see O. Eissfeldt, ‘Der Gott Bethel’, ARW 28 (1930),
pp- 1-30; reprinted in O. Eissfeldt, Kleine Schriften, I (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Moht [Paul
Siebeck], 1962), pp. 206-33; J.P. Hyatt, ‘The Deity Bethel in the Old Testament’,
JAOS 59 (1939), pp. 81-98; J.T. Milik, ‘Les papyrus araméens d’ Hermoupolis et les
cultes syro-phéniciens en Egypte perse’, Bib 48 (1967), pp. 546-622 (565-77); E.R.
Dalglish, ‘Bethel (Deity)’, ABD, 1, pp. 706-10; W. Réllig, ‘Bethel’, DDD, cols.
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Thirdly, it may be noted that the cult at Bethel was especially
associated with the patriarch Jacob, and Jacob’s god is referred to as
*ebir ya‘dgab, ‘the Mighty one of Jacob’ (Gen. 49.24). However, the
word *3bir is very similar to 'abbir, which means ‘bull’, so that Jacob’s
god may well have been called originally ‘the Bull of Jacob’, which
would be appropriate for the deity El. Probably, therefore, Jeroboam’s
golden calves derived from the old bull cult associated with El-Bethel
at Bethel, which was traced back to Jacob. Unlike other El epithets that
have been touched on in this chapter, that of El-Bethel is the only one
of which we can detect any sign of growing disapproval in the Old
Testament (Jer. 48.13), doubtless because of its association with the
bull cult at Bethel. Nevertheless, that some Jews continued to worship
Bethel is suggested by the personal name Bethel-sharezer (Zech. 7.2)
and by the occurrence of Bethel as a theophorous element in personal
names from Elephantine,® in addition to the presence of the deities
Anat-Bethel (AP 22.125), Herem-Bethel (AP 7.7) and Eshem-Bethel
(AP 22.124) there, besides Yahu and Anat-Yahu.

Although it does seem most probable that Jeroboam’s calves were
old Yahwistic symbols of the deity, ultimately appropriated from El,
there are some biblical passages that have unconvincingly been brought
in to support this view. The first of these are in the oracles of Balaam,
where in Num 23.22 and 24.8 we find virtually identical words: ‘God
(’el) brings them [or him] out of Egypt, he has as it were the horns
of a wild ox’. Do the horns here belong to God or to Israel? If the
horns belong to God, who is interestingly here called El, this, combined
with the reference to the Exodus, could provide a parallel to the
golden calves incident and support the equation of the deity with EL.7°

331-34 (2nd edn, pp. 173-75). Although extra-biblical texts mostly seem to attest
Bethel as a deity within the Aramaean sphere of influence, Philo of Byblos evi-
dently knew of him as a Phoenician god (Baitylos, cf. Eusebius, Praeparatio Evan-
gelica 1.10.16) and his consort Anat-Bethel (e.g. ANET, p. 534) clearly derives
from the well-known Canaanite goddess Anat.

68. Attempts to find references to the deity Bethel also in Amos 3.14, 5.5 and
Hos. 4.15, 10.15 are unconvincing. The most that one could envisage is that there
could conceivably be a double entendre in Amos 5.5, since ‘but do not seek Bethel’
is preceded by ‘Seek me and live’ (Amos 5.4).

69. See B. Porten, Archives from Elephantine (Berkeley: University of Califor-
nia Press, 1968), pp. 328-31.

70. E.g. H. Motzki, ‘Ein Beitrag zum Problem des Stierkultes in der Religions-
geschichte Israels’, V7' 25 (1975), pp. 470-85 (484); Toews, Monarchy and Reli-



1. Yahweh and El 39

Unfortunately for this view, it seems more likely that the horns are
those of Israel, for the following reasons. First, in the succeeding verse,
Num. 24.9, the subject (‘he’) is certainly Israel (‘He crouched, he lay
down like a lion, and like a lioness; who will rouse him up?’), as the
parallel in Num. 23.24 makes indubitable (‘Behold, a people! As a
lioness it rises up, and as a lion it lifts itself...”). Accordingly, the ‘he’
of Num. 24.8 is naturally also Israel rather than God, and the same
therefore follows for Num. 23.22. Secondly, there is a rather similar
passage in Deut. 33.17, where it is explicitly said of Joseph (that is, the
Joseph tribes), ‘His firstling bull has majesty and his horns are the
horns of a wild ox; with them he shall push the peoples, all of them to
the ends of the earth’. A further text that has been invalidly appealed to
is Hos. 8.6. This is part of one of Hosea’s oracles condemning the
golden calf, and N.H. Tur-Sinai’! was the first to propose that the words
ki miyyisra’él should be redivided to read ki mi $or ’él, ‘For who is the
bull E1?’, a viewpoint followed by Motzki’? and NEB (the latter trans-
lating, ‘For what sort of a god is this bull?’). This conjecture, which is
lacking all versional support, has generally failed to carry conviction
and appears more ingenious than correct.

The Golden Calves: Pedestals or Images?

On the face of it the golden calves were images. There is little to be
said for the view of O. Eissfeldt” that they were on the end of a pole or
standard: Eissfeldt could cite only one example of a calf in such a role,
namely from Mari,’ though J. Debus’ notes that such standards were
common among the Hittites. As no parallels have been found within the

gious Institution, pp. 67-68, 145-46; Wyatt, ‘Calf’, col. 346.

71. N.H. Tur-Sinai, “7"28, °28’, Encyclopaedia Biblica, I (Hebrew; Jerusalem:
Bialik, 1965), cols. 31-33 (31).

72. Motzki, ‘Ein Beitrag zum Problem’, p. 471.

73. O. Eissfeldt, ‘Lade und Stierbild’, ZAW 58 (1940-41), pp. 190-215; reprinted
in O. Eissfeldt, Kleine Schriften, 1I (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1963),
1L, pp. 282-305. Eissfeldt has been followed by J. Debus, Die Siinde Jerobeams
(FRLANT, 95; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967), p. 39 n. 25, and K.
Jaro§, Die Stellung der Elohisten zur kanaandischen Religion (OBO, 4; Freiburg:
Unversititsverlag; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982), p. 223.

74. Eissfeldt, ‘Lade und Stierbild’, p. 209 (see also depiction on p. 210);
reprinted in idem, Kleine Schriften, 11, p. 299 (see depiction on p. 300).

75. Debus, Die Siinde Jerobeams, p. 39 n. 25, citing E. Akurgal and M. Hirmer,
Die Kunst der Hethiter (Munich: Hirmer Verlag, 1961), plates 3-6.
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Canaanite cultural sphere, this view does not appear likely. More fre-
quently it has been supposed, following the suggestion of H.T.
Obbink, ¢ that the golden calves were pedestals on which the deity was
believed to be invisibly enthroned. Yahweh’s presence on the cherubim
in the Jerusalem temple, and Syrian and Anatolian depictions of the god
Hadad standing on a bull, are cited as analogies.”

There are, however, good reasons for believing that this view is mis-
taken and for supposing instead that the golden calves were intended to
be images of the deity.”® First, the Old Testament itself consistently
represents them as such. Thus, in 1 Kgs 12.28 we read that Jeroboam
‘took counsel, and made two calves of gold. And he said to the people,
“You have gone up to Jerusalem long enough. Behold your gods, O
Israel, who brought you up out of the land of Egypt.”” Then, a few
verses later, we read that Jeroboam was ‘sacrificing to the calves that he
had made’. This also seems to be the implication of Exod. 32.5, which
states that Aaron ‘made a molten calf; and they said, “These are your
gods, O Israel, who brought you out of the land of Egypt!””’ (The plural
‘gods’ is doubtless a projection back from Jeroboam’s two calves at
Bethel and Dan.) Finally, in Hos. 8.6 we read of the calf of Samaria that
‘A workman made it; it is not God’, which is a pointless statement
unless there were those who did consider the calf to be a god. The
words of Hosea show that this idea cannot be dismissed simply as anti-
northern polemic from the Southern Kingdom.” Secondly, I have
argued above that the bull imagery appropriated by Yahweh derives
from El, not Hadad (Baal). Now, El in the Ugaritic texts is called ‘Bull
El’ (¢r ’il): significantly, the epithet ‘Bull’ is applied to El himself and
not to his pedestal. Thirdly, it is to be noted that one of Jeroboam’s two
calves was set up at Bethel, a site with which the patriarch Jacob was

76. H.T. Obbink, ‘Jahwebilder’, ZAW 47 (1929), pp. 264-74; W.F. Albright,
From the Stone Age to Christianity (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1957), pp. 299-
301; J. Gray, I and II Kings (OTL; London: SCM Press, 3rd edn, 1977), p. 315; E.
Wiirthwein, Das erste Buch der Konige (ATD, 11.1; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1977), p. 165. For a long list of those who have followed the pedestal
view, see Hahn, ‘Das Goldene Kalb’, p. 333 n. 140, who also notes the little known
fact that Obbink was anticipated by W. Caspari and FM.T. B&hl.

77. Cf. ANEP, plates 500, 501, 531.

78. M. Weippert, ‘Gott und Stier’, ZDPV 77 (1961), pp. 93-117; Curtis, ‘Some
Observations on “Bull” Terminology’, pp. 22-25.

79. See also the admittedly much later 2 Chron. 13.8, where Jeroboam is said to
have made the calves for gods.
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closely associated. As noted earlier, it so happens that Jacob’s god is
known as ’bir ya‘¢qib, ‘the Mighty One of Jacob’ (Gen. 49.24), and
the word *#bir is closely connected with ’abbir, ‘bull’. If this is correct,
one might suppose that Jeroboam took up the old bull symbolism con-
nected with the god of Jacob at Bethel (El-Bethel), and again the epithet
would suggest that the bull was more than a mere pedestal.



Chapter 2

YAHWEH AND ASHERAH

Asherah as a Goddess in the Old Testament

In the previous chapter I considered the impact of the supreme Canaan-
ite god El on Yahweh, with whom he became equated. For the most
part the Old Testament was happy to appropriate elements of El reli-
gion to Yahwism, though it rejected the symbolism of El as a bull,
which some Israelites associated with Yahweh. Another aspect of El
religion which the Old Testament rejected was his wife. The Ugaritic
texts reveal that EI’s consort was a goddess named Athirat. In equating
Yahweh with El it would not be surprising if some Israelites appropri-
ated El’s wife to Yahweh. As we shall see, this scems to have taken
place, and the name Athirat occurs as Asherah in the Old Testament,
but understandably the Yahweh-alone party which compiled the Old
Testament rejected the notion that Yahweh had a wife Asherah.

The word ‘Asherah’ occurs forty times in the Old Testament, some-
times in the singular and sometimes in the plural.! As I shall argue
below, although most of these refer to a wooden cult object symboliz-
ing the goddess Asherah, there are several passages where Asherah
refers directly to the goddess herself: Judg. 3.7; 1 Kgs 14.13, 18.19; 2
Kgs 21.7, 23.4. Prior to the discovery of the Ugaritic texts in 1929
onwards, however, it was common for scholars to deny that Asherah
was ever the name of a goddess in the Old Testament,? or when this
was conceded it was often thought that she was the same as Astarte.’

1. The name occurs in Exod. 34.13; Deut. 7.5, 12.3, 16.21; Judg. 3.7, 6.25, 26,
28, 30; 1 Kgs 14.15, 23, 15.13, 16.33, 18.19; 2 Kgs 13.6, 17.10, 16, 18.4, 21.3, 7,
234, 6, 7, 14, 15; 2 Chron. 14.2 (ET 3), 15.16, 17.6, 19.3, 24.18, 31.1, 33.3, 19,
34.3,4,7; Isa. 17.8, 27.9; Jer. 17.2; Mic. 5. 13 (ET 14).

2. E.g. W. Robertson Smith, Lectures on the Religion of the Semites (1st
series; London: A. & C. Black, 2nd edn, 1894), p. 188.

3. E.g. W.W. von Baudissin, Studien zur semitischen Religionsgeschichte, 11
(Leipzig: Georg Reimer, 1878), pp. 218-19; P. Torge, Aschera und Astarte: Ein



2. Yahweh and Asherah 43

The view generally held today that Asherah in the Old Testament
occurs both as the name of an independent goddess and as the name of
her wooden cult symbol had already been put forward by A. Kuenen®* in
the nineteenth century, but this remained a minority view and did not
become widely accepted till the discovery of the Ugaritic texts, which
refer to the goddess Athirat (Asherah) as the consort of ElL

As I mentioned earlier, one can make a good case that Asherah is the
goddess and not merely her cult symbol, in Judg. 3.7; 1 Kgs 15.13,
18.19; 2 Kgs 21.7, 23.4. The fact that Asherah frequently has the defi-
nite article in Hebrew (hd’?$érd) does not matter, since we likewise find
Baal referred to regularly as ‘the Baal’ (habba‘al) in the Old Testa-
ment, and similarly even ‘the Tammuz’ (hattammiiz) for Tammuz
(Ezek. 8.14).

The first passage to be considered is 2 Kgs 23.4. Here, as part of the
account of Josiah’s reform, we read that ‘the king commanded...to
bring out of the temple of the Lord all the vessels made for Baal, for
Asherah, and for all the host of heaven’. Since Asherah is referred to in
between allusions to Baal and the host of heaven, both of which were
worshipped as divinities (cf. v. 5, for example), it would be extremely
forced not to understand Asherah here as the name of a deity likewise.
The fact that 2 Kgs 23.6 refers to ‘the Asherah’ cult object does not
detract from this, since the latter was clearly a symbol of the former, as
the fact that they both occur in comparable contexts in the Old Testa-
ment indicates.

Josiah’s reform measures very much stand in contrast to the religious
policies adopted a little earlier by King Manasseh. Interestingly, Ashe-
rah features there too. 2 Kgs 21.7 condemns Manasseh’s putting in the
Temple ‘the graven image of Asherah that he had made’. Here it makes
excellent sense to understand pesel ha’@sérd as ‘the graven image of
[the goddess] Asherah’. Although it would be theoretically possible to

Beitrag zur semitschen Religonsgeschichte (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1902); W.F.
Albright, ‘“The Evolution of the West-Semitic Divinity ‘An-‘Anat-‘Attd’, AJSL 41
(1925), pp. 73-101 (100).

4. A. Kuenen, The Religion of Israel, 1 (trans. A.H. May; London: Williams &
Norgate, 1874), pp. 88-93.

5. Contra Mark S. Smith, The Early History of God (San Francisco: Harper &
Row, 1990), p. 91; J.M. Hadley, The Cult of Asherah in Ancient Israel and Judah:
Evidence for a Hebrew Goddess (UCOP, 57; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2000), pp. 71-72.
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render the phrase as ‘the image of the Asherah [cult object]’,® this
would be highly odd, since we would then have a reference to the image
of a symbol, namely an image of what was in effect already a kind of
image, though also clearly distinguished from a pesel elsewhere.

A further passage where the only natural interpretation is to take
Asherah as the name of a goddess is 1 Kgs 15.13 (cf. parallel in
2 Chron. 15.16), where we read that King Asa ‘removed Maacah his
mother from being queen mother because she had a horrid thing
(miplesef) made for Asherah; and Asa cut down her horrid thing and
burned it at the brook Kidron’. Although we cannot be sure exactly
what the ‘horrid thing’ was, it must have been some kind of idolatrous
object dedicated to the goddess Asherah,’ for the only alternative would
be to suppose that the text was referring to an idolatrous object made
for the Asherah [cult object], which would imply an idolatrous object
made for another idolatrous object, which does not seem very plausible.®

Yet another verse where it is indubitable that Asherah is the name of
a goddess, not merely a cult object, is 1 Kgs 18.19, where Elijah is said
to have commanded ‘the four hundred and fifty prophets of Baal and
the four hundred prophets of Asherah’ to come to the contest on Mt
Carmel. The parallelism of Asherah with Baal can mean only that a
divine name is intended. It is true that the reference to the prophets of
Asherah is probably an addition to the original text, as many scholars
believe, for they play no role in the subsequent account of the ordeal on
Mt Carmel, and the words are marked with an asterisk in the Hexapla,
implying that they were not an original part of the Septuagint text.’ It is

6. So Mark S. Smith, The Early History of God, p. 90.

7. Most likely an anthropomorphic image of the goddess, as in 2 Kgs 21.7.
Curiously, the Vulgate says here that Asa removed his mother ne esset princeps in
sacris Priapi, et in luco eius quem consecraverat, implying that a phallic symbol is
being referred to, and this understanding has been followed by E. Lipinski, ‘The
Goddess Atirat in ancient Arabia, in Babylon, and in Ugarit’, OLP 3 (1972), pp.
101-19 (113). But there is no evidence for this view, and in any case, it would be
odd for a female deity to be symbolized by a male sexual organ.

8. Mark S. Smith does not consider this passage in The Early History of God,
pp. 88-94, when rejecting the idea that Asherah can be a goddess in the Old
Testament.

9. R. Patai, The Hebrew Goddess (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 3rd
edn, 1990), p. 43, supposes that the prophets of Asherah are not subsequently
mentioned because Elijah had no quarrel with them, unlike with the prophets of
Baal, but this seems unlikely in the current context.
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also true, as Mark Smith notes, ! that we would expect the Tyrian Baal
to be paired with Astarte rather than Asherah, for the allusion to be
historically accurate. However, having said that, it is clear that whoever
added the reference to the prophets of Asherah to the text, presumably
in the postexilic period, must have understood Asherah to be a divine
name, which implies continued awareness of this goddess amongst the
Jews at this relatively late date. This does not make sense unless Asherah
had been worshipped as a goddess in ancient Israel.

A further place where Asherah appears as a divine name in the Old
Testament is Judg. 3.7, where it occurs in the plural form ‘Asheroth’:
‘And the people of Israel did what was evil in the sight of the Lord,
forgetting the Lord their God, and serving the Baals and the Asheroth’.
The parallelism with ‘the Baals’ makes it undeniable that a divine
reference was intended by ‘the Asheroth’. Some scholars prefer to read
‘the Ashtaroth’ rather than ‘the Asheroth’ here,!! which is found
parallel with ‘the Baals’ in Judg. 2.13, 10.6; 1 Sam. 7. 3, 4, and 12.10.
Both the Peshitta and the Vulgate, as well as two Hebrew manuscripts,
actually presuppose ‘the Ashtaroth’ in Judg. 3.7. However, the fact that
‘the Asheroth’ is the lectio difficilior makes it more likely that this was
the original reading. That is to say, the presence of ‘the Ashtaroth’
parallel with ‘the Baals’ elsewhere makes it easier to understand how
‘the Asheroth’ could have become corrupted here to ‘the Ashtaroth’
than the other way round. The fact that it is the latest of the versions,
the Peshitta and the Vulgate, which presuppose ‘the Ashtaroth’,
whereas the earlier Septuagint (and Targum) presuppose ‘the Asheroth’
only serves to support the point being made here. Although the name
Asherah here appears in the plural—whether denoting various local
manifestations of Asherah or Canaanite goddesses generally is not
clear—the parallelism with ‘the Baals’ (likewise denoting either local
manifestations of Baal or Canaanite gods generally) clearly implies that
Asherah was understood as a divine name. Even if those are right who
see ‘the Ashtaroth’ as the original reading, which does not seem likely,
this still implies that whoever altered the text in the postexilic period
understood Asherah to be a divine name, thus attesting continuing
awareness of Asherah as a goddess at a relatively late date.'”

10. Mark S. Smith, The Early History of God, pp. 89-90.

11. E.g. S.A. Wiggins, A Reassessment of ‘Asherah’ (AOAT, 235; Kevelaer:
Verlag Butzon & Bercker; Neukirchen—VIluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1993), p. 102.

12. Mark S. Smith, The Early History of God, pp. 91-92, does not emend the
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There can therefore be no doubt that there are several places in the
Old Testament where the word ‘Asherah’ denotes the goddess herself,
and not simply the cult symbol of Asherah. Nor does there seem to be
support from any of the deuteronomistic passages for the view of Judith
Hadley that ‘perhaps by the time of dtr, and certainly the Chronicler,
the term had ceased to be used with any knowledge of the goddess
whom it had originally represented’ (my italics).!* However, with
regard to the Chronicler, Hadley is probably correct. On the other hand,
C. Frevel'* is probably wrong in thinking that the Chronicler elsewhere
deliberately eliminated references to the goddess Asherah in his work.
It seems more likely that by the time when the Chronicler was writing,
c. 300 BCE, awareness of a goddess Asherah had simply faded away
from the Jewish consciousness. The Chronicler has eight allusions to
the Asherim (2 Chron. 14.2 [ET 3], 17.6, 24.18, 31.1, 33.19, 34.3, 4, 7)
and two to the Asheroth (2 Chron. 19.3, 33.3), both referring to idola-
trous cult objects, with seemingly no difference in meaning between the
masculine and feminine forms (cf. 2 Chron. 33.3 and 19). In only one
instance does the Chronicler use the singular form ‘Asherah’, in con-
nection with Asa’s mother (2 Chron. 15.16). In this instance, the
Masoretic pointing (la’“¥érd) indicates a goddess (‘for Asherah’), but of
course, we cannot be certain that the pointing is correct, and with a
slight emendation of the pointing we could read [ga*“¥érd ‘for the
Asherah’, which is probably what the Chronicler intended, as it would
bring it into line with the ten other instances in the Chronicler, where
the Asherim or Asheroth are cult objects. If Frevel is correct and the
Chronicler was deliberately omitting all references to the goddess
Asherah, one would have expected him not to retain the ambiguous
singular form ‘Asherah’ in 2 Chron. 15.16. The other instances where
the goddess Asherah appears in the Chronicler’s Vorlage in the book of
Kings but does not appear as such in Chronicles (2 Kgs 21.7, 23.4, and

Asheroth to Ashtaroth, but thinks that the term ‘Asheroth’ (which he understands to
denote goddesses generally) may reflect a telescoping of the second-millennium
goddess Asherah and the first-millennium goddess Astarte. However, as I show in
this chapter, the goddess Asherah was not unknown in the first millennium BCE too,
and Smith’s explanation surely still implies an awareness of the goddess Asherah in
Israel.

13. Hadley, The Cult of Asherah, pp. 62-63.

14. C. Frevel, ‘Die Elimination der Gottin aus dem Weltbild des Chronisten’,
ZAW 103 (1991), pp. 263-71.
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possibly 7) are probably therefore not the object of deliberate suppres-
sion. Manasseh’s pesel ha’'?§érd ‘image of Asherah’ of 2 Kgs 21.7 has
become pesel hassemel ‘the image of the idol’ in 2 Chron. 33.7 (cf.
hassemel again in v. 15), which certainly does suggest that the Chroni-
cler was unaware of the goddess Asherah. As for the Chronicler’s
omission of the references to the goddess Asherah in 2 Kgs 23.4, and
possibly 7, this need hardly be deliberate suppression, since Chronicles’
account of Josiah’s reform is in any case greatly abbreviated when
compared to Kings.

The general consensus is that the goddess Asherah in the Old Testa-
ment is to be equated with the goddess Athirat known from the second-
millennium Ugaritic texts. This is indeed the natural assumption. The
phonetic equivalence of the names is clear enough, and the word ’§rt
perhaps used of the goddess in the inscriptions from Philistine Ekron
(Tel Migne)'® and presumably lying behind ’3rth ‘his Asherah’ in the
Hebrew inscriptions from Kuntillet ‘Ajrud and Khirbet el-Qom (see
below), is the expected intermediate form. It would be very odd if these
equivalent forms did not denote the same deity, because we would then
have a prominent Canaanite deity in the Ugaritic texts with no equiva-
lent in the Old Testament, when the other major Canaanite deities are
so attested, and a different Canaanite deity in the Old Testament not
attested in the Ugaritic texts, when the other ones found there are! Fur-
ther, Athirat was El’s wife in the Ugaritic texts, and we know that
Yahweh was equated with El, so it would be entirely expected for
Yahweh to have appropriated El’s wife. Thirdly, Athirat was the
mother of the gods at Ugarit, and on four occasions Asherah is men-
tioned alongside ‘the host of heaven’ in the Old Testament (2 Kgs
17.16, 21.31 [= 2 Chron. 33.3], 23.4, 6-7), who, we know, corre-
sponded to the sons of God (originally sons of El); compare Job 38.7,
where ‘the morning stars’ stand parallel to ‘all the sons of God’ (cf.
KTU? 1.10.1.3-4). Fourthly, as we shall see below, we have evidence
that both Athirat and Asherah were symbolized by a stylized tree.

15. See the preliminary reports of S. Gitin, ‘Ekron of the Philistines. II. Olive-
Qil Suppliers to the World’, BARev 16.2 (1990), pp. 33-42, 59 (59 n. 18), and
‘Seventh Century B.C.E. Cultic Elements at Ekron’, in J. Aviram (ed.), Biblical
Archaeology Today, 1990 (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1993), pp. 248-
58. Two inscriptions possibly mention Asherah, one having qd$ I’§rt ‘dedicated to
Asherah’ and the other [’§rt ‘for Asherah’. Hadley, The Cult of Asherah, pp. 179-
84, however, notes the possibility that ’$rf here might mean ‘shrine’.
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It is therefore hypercritical of A. Caquot’® to claim that Athirat and
Asherah have nothing in common but their names, or for T. Binger'’ to
feel that we have insufficient evidence to support their being the same
goddess. The most detailed critique of the equation of Athirat and
Asherah, however, comes from K.-H. Bernhardt.'® First, he notes that at
Ugarit Athirat’s role is essentially that of mother of the gods, whereas
in the Old Testament Asherah is a fertility goddess. However, we have
already noted that the mention of ‘the host of heaven’ alongside
Asherah in several Old Testament references may imply her position as
mother of the gods; further, with regard to her fertility aspect, it may be
noted that Athirat is sometimes called Qudshu in the Ugaritic texts
(qd¥, cf. KTU* 1.16.1.11, 22), and second-millennium BCE repre-
sentations of Qudshu (roughly contemporary with the Ugaritic texts)
have been found in Egypt that show her to have been a fertility goddess
of erotic character;'® comparable representations of Qudshu from the
second millennium have also been found in Syria and Palestine.’ All
this shows that Athirat was a fertility goddess, even though this is not
emphasized in the Ugaritic texts. Secondly, Bernhardt notes that in the
Ugaritic texts Athirat is the consort of El, whereas in the Old Testament
Asherah is several times mentioned alongside Baal. However, as we
shall see later, the Old Testament’s association of Asherah with Baal is
probably a polemical move to discredit her—it implies guilt by asso-
ciation—whereas in fact other evidence suggests she was regarded as
Yahweh’s consort by many Israelites, and this was probably an appro-
priation from El Finally, Bernhardt points out that Athirat is referred to
as ‘Lady Athirat of the sea’ at Ugarit, whereas there is no allusion to
Asherah having any connection with the sea in the Old Testament.
However, this is a rather weak argument from silence, bearing in mind
how little the Old Testament tells us about Asherah anyway.

16. A. Caquot, in A. Caquot, M. Sznycer and A. Herdner, Textes Qugaritiques,
I (Paris: Cerf, 1974), p. 71, though he concedes that there may ultimately have been
some connection.

17. T. Binger, Asherah: Goddesses in Ugarit, Israel and the Old Testament
(JSOTSup, 232; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), pp. 147-48.

18. K. Bernhardt, ‘Aschera in Ugarit und im Alten Testament’, MIO 13 (1967),
pp- 163-74.

19. Cf. ANEP, plates 470-74.

20. Cf. J.B. Pritchard, Palestinian Figurines in Relation to Certain Goddesses
Known through Literature (New Haven: American Oriental Society, 1943), pp. 33-
42.
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Yahweh and his Asherah in the Kuntillet
‘Ajrud and Khirbet el-Qom Texts

What has most contributed to the revival of interest in Asherah and
inspired the great flurry of publications on the subject in recent years
has been the discovery of inscriptions from both Kuntillet ‘Ajrud and
Khirbet el-Qom referring to ‘Yahweh and his Asherah’. Debate has
particularly centred on the question whether Asherah in these texts
refers to the goddess or her wooden cult symbol, the Asherah, and
whether or not they imply that Asherah functioned as Yahweh’s consort.

First, I shall discuss the inscriptions from Kuntillet ‘Ajrud, whose
name means ‘the solitary hill of the water-wells’, and which is located
in north-east Sinai about fifty miles south of ‘Ain el-Qudeirat (some-
times identified with Kadesh-Barnea). On one of the pithoi found there,
pithos A, are the words brkt. 'tkm. Iyhwh. $mrn. wl’§rth, ‘1 have blessed
you by Yahweh of Samaria and his Asherah’. It was originally pro-
posed by the excavator Z. Meshel*! that $mrn be rendered ‘our
guardian’, but it has now become generally accepted?? that this is rather
the place name ‘Samaria’. What has led to this preference is the fact
that another of the pithoi from Kuntillet ‘Ajrud, pithos B, refers to yawh
tmn w’§rth “Yahweh of Teman and his Asherah’, Teman being a region
in Edom (cf. Hab. 3.3), suggesting that §mrn is another place name.

It is generally agreed that Yahweh’s Asherah is also mentioned in
inscription 3 from grave II at Khirbet el-Qom, which is situated about
12 km. West of Hebron. It has been dated to about 750 BCE by Dever
and Lemaire® and to about 700 BCE by Cross.?* There has been some
disagreement as to the precise reading of the inscription,?® but I here

21. Z. Meshel, Kuntillet ‘Ajrud: A Religious Centre from the Time of the
Judaean Monarchy on the Border of Sinai (Catalogue no. 175; Jerusalem: Israel
Museum, 1978). There are no page numbers!

22. Following M. Gilula, ‘To Yahweh Shomron and his Asherah’, Shnaton 3
(1978-79), pp. 129-37 (Hebrew); Emerton, ‘New Light on Israelite Religion’, pp.
2-3. Meshel now accepts this rendering, cf. M. Weinfeld, ‘Discussion of Z. Meshel’s
two Publications of 1978 and 1979°, Shnaton 4 (1980), pp. 280-84 (284) (Hebrew).

23. W.G. Dever, ‘Iron Age Epigraphic Material from the Area of Khirbet el-
Kém’, HUCA 40-41 (1969-70), pp. 139-204 (165-67); A. Lemaire, ‘Les inscriptions
de Khirbet €l-Q0m et 1’ Ashérah de Yhwh’, RB 84 (1977), pp. 595-608 (602-603).

24. According to Dever, ‘Iron Age Epigraphic Material’, p. 165 n. 53.

25. In addition to the articles by Dever and Lemaire cited in n. 23, and to
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follow the transcription of Judith Hadley, who has examined the
inscription at first hand.?

Urpvhw. he§r. kibh
2 brk. 'rhw. lyhwh
3vomgryh USrth hws‘lh

4 'nyhw
s 1’%rth
6 wl’?7rth

This should probably be translated as follows:

! Uriah the rich wrote it.

2 Blessed be Uriah by Yahweh,

3 yea from his enemies by his Asherah he has saved him
1

by Oniah
3 by his Asherah
6 and by his Afshe]rah.

Some such rendering would now be widely agreed. There is no
necessity to emend the text, as Lemaire did, in order to obtain the refer-
ence to Yahweh’s Asherah,”’

Debate has centred on whether we should understand Yahweh’s
Asherah to refer to the goddess Asherah or her wooden cult symbol, the
Asherah. Especially in the early days after the Kuntillet ‘Ajrud discov-
eries it was supposed that the drawings on pithos A underneath the
inscription actually depict the deities Yahweh and Asherah. There we
find pictured on the far right a lyre player and to the left two other fig-
ures resembling each other; the latter were first identified by M.
Gilula®® as respectively Yahweh and the goddess Asherah. However,
this view is now widely rejected, especially following the careful study

Hadley’s work, cited in n. 26, see e.g. P.D. Miller, ‘Psalms and Inscriptions’, in J.A.
Emerton (ed.), Congress Volume, Vienna 1980 (VTSup, 32; Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1981), pp. 311-32 (315-20); S. Mittmann, ‘Die Grabinschrift des Singers Uriahu’,
ZDPV 97 (1981), pp. 139-52; Z. Zevit, ‘The Khirbet ¢l-Qdém Inscription
Mentioning a Goddess’, BASOR 255 (1984), pp. 39-47; Wiggins, A Reassessment
of ‘Asherah’, pp. 106-71.

26. See Hadley, The Cult of Asherah, pp. 84-105 (see esp. 86).

27. See n. 23. Lemaire transposed I’§rth from after wmsryh to before it, thus
arriving at the translation, ‘...Blessed be Uriah by Yahweh and by his Asherah;
from his enemies he has saved him...’

28. Gilula, ‘To Yahweh Shomron and his Asherah’, pp. 129-37.
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of P. Beck,?® who showed that the two similar figures are very likely to
be equated with the god Bes, in which case they have nothing to do
with the inscription. In any case, as Emerton notes, it would be odd
for there to be three figures depicted when only two are mentioned.?!
Granted that the deities Yahweh and Asherah are not depicted on
pithos A from Kuntillet ‘Ajrud, a number of scholars have still
supposed that ‘Yahweh and his Asherah’ refers to Yahweh and the
goddess Asherah. The big obstacle that this view has to overcome is
that in ancient Hebrew idiom personal names do not take pronominal
suffixes; accordingly, Asherah could appropriately be ‘the Asherah’ but
not simply the goddess ‘Asherah’. Attempts to circumvent this argu-
ment have been made in various ways. For instance, it has been noted
that some other Semitic languages allow a personal name to take a
pronominal suffix.??> But the fact remains that this is nowhere clearly
attested in Hebrew itself, so it is more natural to see a reference to the
Asherah cult object.®® It has occasionally been suggested that we can

29. P. Beck, ‘The Drawings from Horvat Teiman (Kuntillet ‘Ajrud)’, Tel Aviv9
(1982), pp. 3-68 (27-31).

30. Emerton, ‘New Light on Israelite Religion’, p. 10.

31. W.G. Dever, ‘Asherah, Consort of Yahweh? New Evidence from Kuntillet
‘Ajrud’, BASOR 255 (1984), pp. 21-27, proposed that Asherah was symbolized by
the lyre player. However, since Bes was associated with music we have a more
immediate explanation of the lyre player, and since Dever accepts that the two
figures to the left depict Bes, there seems no reason to think that the lyre player
denotes Asherah.

32. E.g. M.D. Coogan, ‘Canaanite Origins and Lineage: Reflections on the
Religion of Ancient Israel’, in P.D. Miller, P.D. Hanson, S. Dean McBride (eds.),
Ancient Israelite Religion: Essays in Honor of Frank Moore Cross (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1987), pp. 115-24 (118-19); Dietrich and Loretz, ‘Jahwe und seine
Aschera’, pp. 98-10; P. Xella, ‘Le dieu et “sa” déesse: L’utilisation des suffixes
pronominaux avec des théonymes d’Ebla a Ugarit et & Kuntillet ‘Ajrud’, UF 27
(1995), pp. 599-610.

33. The arguments have been spelled out particularly thoroughly by Emerton,
‘New Light on Israelite Religion’, and more recently in ‘“Yahweh and his
Asherah”: The Goddess or her Symbol?’, VT 49 (1999), pp. 315-37. In addition, the
view that the Asherah cult object is in mind has been followed by such scholars as
Lemaire, ‘Les inscriptions’, p. 607; J. Day, ‘Asherah in the Hebrew Bible and
Northwest Semitic Literature’, JBL 105 (1986), pp. 385-408 (392); J.H. Tigay, You
Shall Have no other Gods: Israelite Religion in the Light of Hebrew Inscriptions
(HSS, 31; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986), pp. 26-30; S.M. Olyan, Asherah and the
Cult of Yahweh in Israel (SBLMS, 34; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), pp. 25-34;
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retain a reference to the goddess by reading ‘Yahweh and Ashirta’ as in
the name of the king Abdi-Ashirta known from the el-Amarna tablets,
or as ‘Yahweh and Asherata’,* implying a double feminine ending.
However, both of these minority suggestions are improbable, as they
are never attested in the Hebrew Bible.

We must therefore accept the translation ‘Yahweh and his Asherah’
and favour the view that the Asherah cult symbol rather than the goddess
Asherah directly is the source of blessing alongside Yahweh. That this
is a feasible concept is suggested by various analogies that have been
brought forward. For example, in Neo-Assyrian letters we sometimes
find the salutation ‘May (the city) Uruk and (the temple) Eanna bless
my lord’, and in an inscription from Byblos, possibly from the first
century CE (KAJ 12.3-4), something is dedicated ‘To our Lord and the
image of Baal’, and it goes on, ‘May they bless and keep him [the
donor] alive’. Similarly, at Elephantine we read of a Jew swearing ‘by
the temple and by Anat-Yahu’ (AP 44.3), and swearing by the temple
and by the altar is attested in rabbinic sources (m. Ket. 2.9; m. Ned. 1.3;
m. Ker. 1.7; b. Qidd. T1A), as well as by the New Testament in Mt.
23.16-22, which also speaks of swearing by the gold of the temple.

Interestingly, as will be seen in the next section, there is considerable
cumulative evidence that the Asherah had the nature of a stylized tree,
and pithos A from Kuntillet ‘Ajrud actually depicts a stylized tree
flanked by two ibexes, and this probably illustrates the Asherah alluded
to in the inscription.

What Was the Asherah?

At some point, perhaps about the time of the exile, the cult of Asherah
disappeared among the Jews as absolute monotheism became solidified.

Mark S. Smith, The Early History of God, pp. 85-88; O. Keel and C. Uehlinger,
Gdéttinnen, Gétter und Gottessymbole (Freiburg: Herder, 1992), pp. 259-63; ET
Gods, Goddesses, and Images of God (trans. T.H. Trapp; Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1998), pp. 28-32; Wiggins, A Reassessment of ‘Asherah’, pp. 170-81;
Hadley, The Cult of Asherah, pp. 104-105, 124-25.

34. The former suggestion was made by A. Angerstorfer, ‘A%erah als “Consort
of Jahwe” oder AS§irtah?, BN 17 (1982), pp. 7-16, and the latter by Zevit, ‘The
Khirbet el-Q6m Inscription’, pp. 45-46; R.S. Hess, ‘Yahweh and his Asherah?
Epigraphic Evidence for Religious Pluralism in Old Testament Times’, in A.D.
Clarke and B.W. Winter (eds.), One God, One Lord in a World of Religious
Pluralism (Cambridge: Tyndale House, 1991), pp. 5-33 (15-16).
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Eventually the Jews seem to have forgotten what exactly the Asherah
was. The view that we find in the Septuagint and the Mishnah is that
the Asherim were living trees. Thus, the Septuagint generally translated
‘Asherah’ as ‘grove’ (dAcog), and this was followed by the Vulgate
(nemus), and hence the well-known rendering of the Authorized Ver-
sion, ‘grove’. For the Mishnah the Asherim were likewise living trees
which were worshipped, for example, grapevines, pomegranates, wal-
nuts, myrtle, and willows (cf. m. ‘Or. 1.7; m. Suk. 3. 1-3; m. ‘Abod. Zar.
3.7, 9, 10; m. Me*“il 3.8). However, various Old Testament allusions
argue against this and suggest that the Asherim were rather man-made
cultic objects. Thus, the Old Testament often speaks of the making
(‘asa) of Asherim (1 Kgs 14.15, 16.33; 2 Kgs 17.16, 21.3, 7; 2 Chron.
33.3), as well as the building (band, 1 Kgs 14.23) and erection (nasab,
2 Kgs 17.10) of them. Further, Jer. 17.2 makes mention of ‘their
Asherim, beside every luxuriant® tree’ and 1 Kgs 14.23 and 2 Kgs
17.10 speak of the Asherim as ‘under every luxuriant tree’, which is
odd if the Asherim were themselves living trees.

As a result of the above points, the view that the Asherim were living
trees is not much held at the present time. Nevertheless, A. Lemaire’
still maintains this view. He argues®’ that the verb ‘@@ was very broad
in usage and was able to be used of a feast, the golden calves and the
high places in 1 Kgs 12.32. However, one may reply that to speak of
making a tree would be something more difficult to conceive than any
of the above. J.E. Taylor®® has recently argued that the Asherim were
pruned living trees, and thinks that the verb ‘asé is not incompatible
with such, which is more conceivable. Again, both Lemaire and Taylor
argue® that the verbs band and ndsab were only really appropriately
used in connection with the high places and sacred pillars, but if this
were so one would have expected a different verb to be used with the

35. Not ‘green’. See D.W. Thomas, ‘Some Observations on the Hebrew Word
17, in B. Hartmann et al. (eds.), Hebrdische Wortforschung: Festschrift zum 80.
Geburtstag von Walter Baumgartner (VTSup, 16; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1967), pp.
387-97.

36. Lemaire, ‘Les inscriptions’, pp. 603-608.

37. Lemaire, ‘Les inscriptions’, p. 606.

38. J.E. Taylor, ‘The Asherah, the Menorah and the Sacred Tree’, JSOT 66
(1995), pp. 29-54.

39. Lemaire, ‘Les inscriptions’, p. 606; J.E. Taylor, ‘The Asherah, the Menorah
and the Sacred Tree’, pp. 35-36.
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Asherim, It is therefore more natural to suppose that the Asherim were
objects which could rightly be spoken of as being built or erected,
which would not be true of a living tree, whether pruned or otherwise.

One text that might appear to support the view that the Asherah was
or could sometimes be an actual living tree is Deut. 16.21, ‘You shall
not plant any kind of tree [or wood] as an Asherah beside the altar of
the Lord your God which you shall make’. However, the verb n¢‘ ‘to
plant’ is not confined to living trees, but is used also of nails in Eccles.
12.11, a tent in Dan. 11. 45, and people in Jer. 24.6, 32.31; Ps. 44.3 (ET
2). Further, the word ‘és can mean ‘wood’ as well as ‘tree’. Neverthe-
less, the combination of ‘plant’ and ‘@s is suggestive of a tree. I shall be
arguing below that the Asherim were stylized trees, and there seems no
reason why the language of Deut. 16.21 should not be as applicable to
such objects as to living trees.

An unusual position has been put forward by Lipifiski.*’ He believes
that the Asherah is sometimes a grove and sometimes a shrine. However,
this is extremely forced, since examples of what Lipifiski believes to
represent each of the two meanings are found in comparable contexts,
for example, 2 Kgs 18.4, 23.14, 15, where Asherah is alleged to mean
‘grove’ and 1 Kgs 14.23, 2 Kgs 17.10, where Asherah is claimed to
mean ‘shrine’. This indicates that Asherah has only one meaning in
these passages. Since the former group of passages alludes to the cutting
down of the Asherah, a shrine cannot be meant (and Lipinski does not
deny this), while the latter group of passages mention Asherim as being
under every luxuriant tree, which suggests that the Asherim there are
not trees. Since, as we have noted, the Asherah must refer to the same
entity in both sets of passages, it follows that the Asherah can be
neither a grove nor a shrine.

A further suggestion as to the nature of the Asherim was put forward
by W.L. Reed in 1949.*! He proposed that they are to be understood
simply as images of the goddess Asherah. However, though the evi-
dence suggests that they symbolized the goddess Asherah in some way,
they do not appear to have been simply images of her, since the Asherim
are mentioned several times alongside psilim ‘graven images’ (which
include images of wood) in the Old Testament as distinct objects (cf.
Deut. 7.5, 12.3; Mic. 5.12-13 [ET 13-14]; 2 Chron. 33.7, 19, 34.3, 4, 7).

40. Lipifiski, “The Goddess Atirat’, pp. 112-14.
41. W.L. Reed, The Asherah in the Old Testament (Fort Worth: Texas Christian
University Press, 1949).
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This is not to deny that there were anthropomorphic images of the
goddess Asherah. This is the most natural meaning of pesel ha’?$érd
‘image of Asherah’ in 2 Kgs 21.7 (cf. 2 Chron. 33.15). Further, Asherah
is attested iconographically in anthropomorphic form in various plaque
and pendant images*? and it is now widely thought that she is depicted
on the so-called pillar figurines.*> The latter, mostly discovered in
Judah, and especially common in the eighth and seventh centuries BCE,
have a pillar base, with the female figure grasping her prominent
breasts, suggestive of a fertility goddess. J.R. Engle* believes that these
pillar figurines are what is meant when the Old Testament speaks of
Asherim in the plural, especially in Chronicles, and the Asherah in the
singular denotes a larger statue of the goddess. However, this theory is
certainly to be rejected. It is arbitrary to distinguish between the sin-
gular and plural forms of the word Asherah in this way, the verbs used
in connection with the destruction of the Asherim indicate a wooden,
not a pottery object, and the Asherim are represented as part of the
syncretistic public worship in the Old Testament, whereas the pillar
figurines are mostly found in private houses. Further, there is the point
noted above that on several occasions the Asherim are clearly distin-
guished from images per se.®’

Often throughout the last century or so the Asherah has been spoken
of as some kind of pole.* One might perhaps compare Philo of Byblos,
who mentions that the Phoenicians ‘consecrated pillars and staves
(papdoug) after their names [i.e. of the gods]’ (Eusebius, Praeparatio
Evangelica 1.9.29; cf. 1.10.10). However, there has been growing evi-
dence in recent years that enables us to be more precise and specify that
the Asherah was not simply a bare pole but more specifically a stylized
tree. Several depictions of stylized trees have been plausibly equated

42. See, for example, the depictions on gold and clectrum pendants from Ugarit
and Minet el-Beida in R. Hestrin, ‘The Lachish Ewer and the ’Asherah’, IEJ 37
(1987), pp. 212-23 (217).

43. See most recently the detailed and thorough study of R. Kletter, The Judean
Pillar-Figurines and the Archaeology of Asherah (British Archaeological Reports,
International Series, 636; Oxford: Tempus Reparatum, 1996).

44. J.R.Engle, ‘Pillar Figurines of Iron Age Asherah/Asherim’ (PhD dissertation,
University of Pittsburgh, 1979).

45. There is a good critique of Engle’s thesis in Hadley, The Cult of Asherah,
pp. 196-205, some of whose criticisms I have taken up above.

46. E.g. W. Robertson Smith, The Religion of the Semites, p. 188; Patai, The
Hebrew Goddess, p. 39.
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with the Asherah. On pithos A from Kuntillet ‘Ajrud containing a
reference to a blessing by Yahweh of Samaria and his Asherah we have
a depiction of a stylized tree flanked by two ibexes—the scenes being
placed above a standing lion—and R. Hestrin and J.M. Hadley have
plausibly argued that this denotes the Asherah.*’

Again, a ewer from Lachish dating from the late thirteenth century
BCE contains a picture consisting of a row of animals and trees. The
best preserved tree is one on the right flanked by two ibexes, and this
motif is found elsewhere on the ewer. (The first of the animals is a lion,
known elsewhere as a symbol of Asherah.) Above and between the pic-
ture is a Canaanite alphabetic inscription men. §y I[rb]ty ’It, ‘Mattan. An
offering to my Lady Elat’. Note that the word ’Ir (Elat) = Asherah
appears directly above the drawing of the tree, thus strengthening the
view that this is her symbol.*® R. Hestrin*® has also drawn attention to a
decorated goblet from Lachish which four times depicts two ibexes
flanking a pubic triangle instead of a tree, thus further strengthening the
view that the tree symbolizes a fertility goddess. Hestrin also mentions
some Late Bronze Age pendants from Syria and Palestine depicting a
naked female with a tree or branch above the pubic triangle. Sometimes
the female has a Hathor headdress characteristic of Qudshu = Asherah.

A tenth-century BCE cult stand from Taanach also has good reason to
be thought to show a depiction of the Asherah.*® The stand consists of
four tiers, those appearing to relate to Asherah being the second and the
fourth. The fourth tier shows a naked female, with lions standing each
side of her. The second tier similarly has two flanking lions, but instead

47. Cf. Hestrin, ‘The Lachish Ewer’, p. 221; J.M. Hadley, ‘Yahweh and “his
Asherah”: Archaeological and Textual Evidence for the Cult of the Goddess’, in W.
Dietrich and M.A. Klopfenstein (eds.), Ein Gott allein? (OBO, 139; Freiburg:
Universititsverlag, 1994), pp. 235-68 (248); Hadley, The Cult of Asherah, pp. 152-
54 (with fig. 5, p. 117).

48. Hestrin, ‘The Lachish Ewer’, pp. 212-23, esp. pp. 212-14, with fig. 1 on
p- 213.

49. Hestrin, ‘The Lachish Ewer’, p. 215, with fig. 2.

50. Cf. R. Hestrin, ‘The Cult Stand from Ta‘anach and its Religious Back-
ground’, in E. Lipifiski (ed.), Phoenicia and the East Mediterranean in the First
Millennium B.C: (Phoenicia, 5; Leuven: Peeters, 1987), pp. 61-77, with fig. 1 on p.
62; J.G. Taylor, ‘The Two Earliest Known Representations of Yahweh’, in L.
Eslinger and J.G. Taylor (eds.), Ascribe to the Lord: Biblical and Other Studies in
Memory of Peter C. Craigie (JSOTSup, 67; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1988), pp. 557-
66; Hadley, The Cult of Asherah, pp. 169-76.
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of the naked female there is a sacred tree between two ibexes. The con-
nection of Asherah with the lion makes it natural to suppose that the
naked female is the goddess Asherah. Since the second tier has very
similar flanking lions it is natural to suppose that this relates to the
same deity, and as it has a sacred tree in the place corresponding to
Asherah in the fourth tier, it is natural to suppose that this is her
symbol.

Further evidence which might support the equation of the Asherim
with stylized trees comes from Pella in Transjordan. Here, two cult
stands were fairly recently discovered, dated to about the tenth century
BCE. One has depictions of two nude goddesses standing on a lion’s
head (cf. the lion as a symbol of Qudshu = Asherah, noted above), and
the other has stylized trees on its sides.>! Cumulatively, therefore, there
is a considerable amount of evidence to suggest that the goddess
Asherah could be symbolized by a stylized tree.

In this context attention should be drawn to Hos. 14.9 (ET 8),
‘Ephraim, what has he’? still to do with idols? It is I who answer and
look after him. I am like a luxurious cypress, from me comes your
fruit’. Yahweh is here unusually and uniquely in the Old Testament
compared with a tree, and it is striking that this comes in the same con-
text as the prophet’s condemnation of idols. This combination of ideas
has suggested to a number of scholars that Hosea is polemicizing
against Canaanite idolatry associated with tree symbolism.>® This at

51. Cf. T.F. Potts, in T.F. Potts, S.M. Colledge, and P.C. Edwards, ‘Preliminary
Report on a Sixth Season of Excavations by the University of Sydney at Pella in
Jordan (1983/84)’, in Annual of the Department of Antiquities of Jordan 29 (1985),
pp. 181-210 (204), and pls. XLI-XLII on pp. 339-40. On p. 204 Potts speaks of
Astarte, whilst in R.H. Smith and T.F. Potts, “The Iron Age’, in A.W. McNicoll et
al., Pella in Jordan, 11 (Mediterranean Archaeology Supplement, 2; Sydney:
Meditarch, 1992), pp. 83-101 (99-100) (see pl. 70), he speaks of Astarte—Asherah.
JM. Hadley, whose attention I had drawn to this cult stand when it was temporarily
on show in Oxford’s Ashmolean Museum, discusses them in The Cult of Asherah,
pp- 165-69, with figs. 10-12.

52. Emending If to 16 with LXX. It was Ephraim, not Yahweh, that was ‘joined
to idols’ (Hos. 4.17).

53. E.g. H.W. Wolff, Dodekapropheton. 1. Hosea (BKAT, 144.1; Neukirchen—
Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2nd edn, 1965 [1961]), p. 307; ET Hosea (trans. G.
Stansell; Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974), p. 237, and the scholars
listed in the following three footnotes.
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once makes us think of the Asherah. What adds strength to this idea is
the presence in this context of the words ‘It is I who answer and look
after him’, in Hebrew ’eni ‘@niti wa §trennii, which could well be a
play on the names of the goddesses Anat and Asherah. J. Wellhausen®
actually suggested that we should emend the text here to read “nf
‘anatdé wa’?¥ératé, ‘1 am his Anat and his Asherah’, and a few have
followed this subsequently,* but this is generally and rightly felt to be
an overadventurous emendation lacking sufficient supporting
evidence.”” However, that there is a word play on the names of these
deities is plausible enough. Hosea elsewhere has a tendency to engage
in word play and interestingly the very same root §ir which occurs here
appears also in a hostile sense in Hos. 13.7, ‘like a leopard I will lurk
(’asir) beside the way’, and in view of the point of the allusion it is
natural to see here a word play on the name of Assyria ("a$3iir), the
agent of divine judgment. In addition to Hosea’s liking for word play,
this understanding fits well with Hosea’s tendency not simply to
polemicize against Canaanitizing religion, but to appropriate its
imagery for his own purposes, for example, his reuse of Baalistic death
and resurrection imagery (see below, Chapter 4) and his insistence that
Yahweh, not Baal, is the true fertility god (cf. Hos. 2). That Hosea
should claim for Yahweh the role that the syncretists attributed to
Asherah and Anat by symbolizing Yahweh as a life-giving tree in Hos.
14.9 (ET 8) would be consistent with this. This view has been criticized
by S.M. Olyan® on the basis that a stylized tree is not the same as a
living tree like the cypress, but it is possible that by comparing Yahweh
to a cypress Hosea was intending to depict him as more effective than
the Asherah.>

As I have pointed out elsewhere,®® Hosea 13—-14 was taken up by the

54. E.g. ]. Day, ‘Asherah’, pp. 404-406, and the scholars listed in the following
two footnotes.

55. J. Wellhausen, Die kieinen Propheten iibersetzt und erkldrt (Berlin: Georg
Reimer, 3rd edn, 1898), p. 134.

56. E.g. G. Fohrer, ‘Umkehr und Erlosung beim Propheten Hosea’, TZ 11
(1955), pp. 161-85 (171, with n. 18); E. Jacob, in E. Jacob, C.-A. Keller, and
S. Amsler, Osée, Joél, Abdias, Amos (CAT, 11a; Neuchitel: Delachaux & Niestlé,
1965) pp. 95, 97.

57. See most Hosea commentaries on this passage.

58. Olyan, Asherah and the Cult of Yahweh, p. 21.

59. Cf. Hadley, The Cult of Asherah, p. 76.

60. J. Day, ‘A Case of Inner Scriptural Interpretation: The Dependence of Isaiah
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writer of Isaiah 26-27, which contains eight parallels, all of which
except one appear in the same order.

1. Israel knows no lords/gods but Yahweh. Hos. 13.4. Cf. Isa.
26.13 (LXX).

2. Imagery of birthpangs, but child refuses to be born. Hos.

13.13. Cf. Isa. 26.17-18.

Deliverance from Sheol. Hos. 13.14 (LXX, etc.). Cf. Isa. 26.19.

4. Imagery of destructive east wind symbolic of exile. Hos.

13.15. Cf. Isa. 27.8.

Imagery of life-giving dew. Hos. 14.6 (ET 5). Cf. Isa. 26.19.

6. Israel blossoming and like a vineyard. Hos. 14.6-8 (ET 5-7).
Cf. Isa. 27.2-6.

7. Condemnation of idolatry, including the Asherim. Hos. 14.9
(ET 8). Cf. Isa. 27.9.

8. The importance of discernment: judgment for the wicked. Hos.
14.10 (ET 9). Cf. Isa. 27.11.

w

e

Interestingly, the writer of the so-called Isaiah apocalypse detected a
reference to the Asherah in Hos. 14.9 (ET 8), as his negative judgment
in Isa. 27.9 indicates. One may grant the point made by S.M. Olyan and
C. Frevel® that the dependence of Isa. 27.9 on Hos. 14.9 (ET 8) does
not prove that the writer of Isa. 27.9 was correct to detect an allusion to
Asherah in the Hoseanic passage, but in the light of the arguments
which I have put forward above I believe that he was.

Did Asherah Function as Yahweh’s Consort?

A question which has much exercised the minds of scholars, especially
since the discovery of the texts at Kuntillet ‘Ajrud and Khirbet el-Qom,
is whether the goddess Asherah functioned as Yahweh’s consort in the
syncretistic Israelite circles which worshipped her. Opinion has been

xxvi.13—xxvii.11 on Hosea xiii.4—xiv.10 (ET 9) and its Relevance to some Theories
of the Redaction of the “Isaiah Apocalypse™, JTS NS 31 (1980), pp. 309-19;
reprinted (with minor revisions) in C.C. Broyles and C.A. Evans (eds.), Writing and
Reading the Scroll of Isaiah: Studies of an Interpretive Tradition, 1 (VTSup, 70.1;
Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1997), pp. 357-68; J. Day, ‘Asherah’, pp. 404-406.

61. Olyan, Asherah and the Cult of Yahweh, p. 21; C. Frevel, Aschera und der
Ausschlieflichkeitsanspruch YHWHs (BBB, 94.1; 2 vols.; Weinheim: Beltz Athen-
dum Verlag, 1995), 1, p. 342.
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divided on this matter, but the majority view seems to regard this as
probable, and this is indeed the conclusion to which I believe the
evidence points.

First of all, it is unquestionable that the Asherah cult object stood in a
special relationship with Yahweh. This is clear both from the texts from
Kuntillet ‘Ajrud and Khirbet el-Qom referring to ‘Yahweh and his
Asherah’, and also from the Old Testament, which attests the presence
of the Asherah in Yahweh’s sanctuary. For example, Deut. 16.21
declares ‘You shall not plant any tree as an Asherah beside the altar of
the Lord your God which you shall make’. The next verse condemns
the massebd, the symbol of the male deity (here Yahweh), ‘You shall
not set up a pillar (magssébd), which the Lord your God hates’.

Secondly, as we have seen, the Asherah cult object was clearly
regarded as a symbol of the goddess Asherah. Not only the identical
name, but the fact that ‘Asherah’ and ‘the Asherah’ occur in the same
cultic contexts in the Old Testament (e.g. 2 Kgs 21.3, 23.4) indicates
the close relationship between them. Accordingly, we may clearly
speak of a close relationship not only between Yahweh and the Asherah
cult object but between Yahweh and the goddess Asherah.

What was this relationship? The obvious conclusion that comes to
mind is one of a god and his consort. This becomes a near certainty
when we recall that in Canaanite religion Asherah was the consort of El
and that the Old Testament equates Yahweh and El. As we have seen in
the previous chapter, this equation led to Yahweh’s appropriation of the
sons of God (El), the notion of Yahweh as an aged and wise god, and
also—though the Old Testament itself rejects this—the association of
Yahweh with bull symbolism. Yahweh’s appropriation of EI’s consort,
Asherah, fits naturally into this schema, and like the bull symbolism,
this was something which the Old Testament rejected.

If Asherah was Yahweh’s consort, how then are we to explain the
fact that Baal and Asherah are paired together several times in the Old
Testament (e.g. Judg. 6.35, 28, 30; 1 Kgs 18.19)? It has sometimes been
thought that Baal might have appropriated ElI’s wife. However, this is
never attested even once in any known extra-biblical text, and is thus to
be deemed unlikely. It has sometimes been thought that the Hittite—
Canaanite myth of Elkunir§a (El) provides evidence that Asherah
(A3ertu) was going awhoring after Baal (the storm god),*? but in fact

62. E.g. Pope, El in the Ugaritic Texts, pp. 37, 42. I formerly took this view in
‘Asherah’, p. 391, but I have since changed my mind.
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the storm god’s sleeping with ASertu is at Elkunir$a’s (EI’s) command,
and at the end ElkunirSa and ASertu are clearly united, and it is Ishtar
(presumably Astarte) who appears to be the storm god’s wife there 5> A
more likely explanation has been offered by S.M. Olyan,* who argues
that the pairing of Baal and Asherah was a polemical move by the
Deuteronomists to discredit Asherah, associating her with the abomi-
nated deity Baal, and thus implying guilt by association.

The Etymology of Asherah

There is no complete agreement with regard to the etymology of the
name Asherah, though as will be seen, one proposal does have the merit
of a certain plausibility. A view that may definitely be excluded, how-
ever, is the later opinion of W.F. Albright, which has been followed
widely subsequently,5® that the common Ugaritic epithet rbt. ’trt. ym,
generally rendered ‘Lady Athirat of the sea’, etymologically means ‘the
Lady who traverses the sea’, or ‘the Lady who treads on the sea
(dragon)’. The problem with this understanding is that it presupposes
that the longer version is the original form of her name and that Athirat
is a later abbreviation of it. Against this, however, stands the fact that
this goddess is already known by the name A§ratum as early as the First
Dynasty of Babylon (c. 1830-1531 BCE),®® which strongly supports the
originality of the short form. A more plausible explanation, which was
Albright’s earlier view,®” connects the name with the Semitic root tr

63. Cf. Olyan, Asherah and the Cult of Yahweh, pp. 44-45, who rightly objects
to the interpretation put on the Elkunir$a by scholars such as Pope, El in the
Ugaritic Texts, p. 37. For the Elkunir§a myth, see Otten, ‘Ein Kanaandischer
Mythus’, pp. 125-50 or the translation by A. Goetze in ANET, p. 519.

64. Cf. Olyan, Asherah and the Cult of Yahweh, p. 74.

65. W.F. Albright, Yahweh and the Gods of Canaan (London: Athlone Press,
1968), pp. 105-106; idem, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel (Garden City,
NY: Doubleday, 5th edn, 1969), pp. 77-78; Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew
Epic, p. 31; M.H. Pope, ‘Athirat’, in H.W. Haussig (ed.), Gotter und Mythen in
vorderen Orient (Worterbuch der Mythologie, 1.1; Stuttgart: E. Klett, 1965), pp.
246-49 (247); W.A. Maier, ’Aferah: Extrabiblical Evidence (HSM, 37, Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1986), pp. 194-95; N. Wyatt, ‘Who Killed the Dragon?’, AulOr 5
(1987), pp. 185-98 (185); Olyan, Asherah and the Cult of Yahweh, pp. 70-71.

66. Cf. E. Ebeling, ‘ASratu’, RLA, I, p. 169.

67. Albright, ‘The Evolution of the West-Semitic Divinity ‘An-‘Anat-‘Attd’,
pp- 99-100; H. Gese, in M. Gese, M. Hofner, K. Rudolph, Die Religionen Altsyriens,
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‘place’, which came to denote ‘holy place, sanctuary’, and in this mean-
ing is attested for Akkadian afirtu, eSertu, iSirtu, ifertum, afru and
afratu, Phoenician ’§rt, Aramaic ’fr and ’#rt’, and Ugaritc 'atr. In
support it may be noted that in Ugaritic Athirat is several times referred
to under the name of Qudshu (gd¥, cf. KTU* 1.16.1.11, 22), which simi-
larly means ‘holiness’ or ‘sanctuary’. Sanctuaries are elsewhere person-
ified as deities amongst the Semites, as in the case of the god Bethel,
whose name means ‘house of EI’. There is much less to be said for the
view of B. Margalit,® according to which Athirat means ‘wife, con-
sort’, literally, ‘she-who-follows-in-the footsteps (of her husband)’, for
unlike the previously mentioned suggestion, there is no clear evidence
for this meaning in any Semitic language.

EXCURSUS:
UNCERTAIN AND DUBIOUS REFERENCES TO (THE) ASHERAH

Uncertain References to Asherah

Ezekiel 8.3, 5
In Ezek. 8. 3, 5 the first of the ‘abominations’ which Ezekiel sees in the
Jerusalem temple is the ‘image of jealousy’ (semel haqgin’d). It has
sometimes been hypothesized that this might be a reference to an image
of the goddess Asherah,® especially as her image is later referred to as
a semel in 2 Chron. 33.7, 15. This is a possibility but it must remain
speculative, since we simply have no information on the identity of the
deity in question.

Even if this were correct, we should certainly reject the theory of H.C.
Lutzky,” that semel haqqin’a should be emended to semel haqqond
‘the image of the Creatress’. There are no adequate grounds for rejecting

Altarabiens und der Mandder (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1970), p. 150; J.C. de
Moor, ‘108", ThWAT, 1, pp. 473-74 (€T TDOT, 1, p. 438); . Day, ‘Asherah’,
pp. 388-89; Wiggins, A Reassessment of ‘Asherah’, pp. 192-93.

68. B. Margalit [Margulis], ‘The Meaning and Significance of Asherah’, VT 40
(1990), pp. 264-97.

69. E.g. M. Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-20 (AB, 22; Garden City, NY: Doubleday,
1983), p. 168.

70. H.C. Lutzky, ‘On the “Image of Jealousy” (Ezekiel VIII 3, 5)’, VT 46
(1996), pp. 121-25.
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the MT, and although Asherah is called gnyt ’ilm, ‘Creatress of the
gods’ in Ugaritic, it would be extraordinary for Ezekiel to refer to what
was for him an abomination by such a positive sounding epithet as ‘the
Creatress’.

Hosea 4.12

Another possible but very uncertain allusion to the Asherah is in Hos.
4.12, where we read, ‘My people inquire of a thing of wood, and their
staff gives them oracles. For a spirit of harlotry has led them astray, and
they have left their God to play the harlot.” It has been proposed that the
parallel expressions ‘a thing of wood’ (‘ésd) and ‘their staff (maqld)
refer to the wooden Asherah cult object.”! One can see the attraction of
this view, since the context in Hos. 4.12-14 is clearly the Canaanitizing
fertility cult and the form of the Asherah as a kind of pole might
appropriately be described as ‘a thing of wood’ or a ‘staff’. Interest-
ingly, the LXX renders magqlé by €v papdoig avtod, just as Philo of
Byblos uses the word papdouc to describe the Phoenician staves named
after gods, which were noted as a possible analogy for the Asherah
earlier. However, it cannot be claimed as certain that Hos. 4. 12 is
referring to the Asherah.” It is possible that the verse is rather referring
to the wooden image of a god, or, less likely, to rhabdomancy.”

Dubious References to Asherah

Genesis 30.13

An allusion to Asherah has occasionally been found in Gen. 30.13. The
verse is generally rendered, ‘And Leah said, “Happy am I (b¢°0377)! For
the women will call me happy”; so she called his name Asher.” C.J.
Ball,” however, thought that the word b¢’03rf ‘happy am I!" was an
attempt by a later scribe to eliminate a reference to the goddess
Asherah, and in this he has been followed by W.L. Reed.” Since this

71. This view was favoured by W. Robertson Smith, The Religion of the
Semites, p. 196.

72. W. Rudolph, Hosea (KAT, 13.1; Giitersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1966), pp. 110-11
and Wolff, Hosea, p. 105 (ET Hosea, p. 84), both emphasize the wide varieties of
possibilities here. Cf. J.L. Mays, Hosea (OTL; London: SCM Press 1969), p. 73.

73. This possibility is favoured by F.I. Andersen and D.N. Freedman, Hosea
(AB, 24; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980), p. 366.

74. C.J. Ball, ‘Israel and Babylon’, PSBA 16 (1894), pp. 188-200 (189-90).

75. Reed, The Asherah in the Old Testament, p. 81.
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involves conjectural emendation when the text makes excellent sense as
it stands (cf. too the verb 'Sr ‘to call happy’ later in the verse, which
coheres with the traditional rendering of b¢’05ri), the onus of proof is
surely on those who wish to translate ‘By Asherah’s help!’

Isaiah 6.13

W.F. Albright,” S. Iwry,” T. Binger,’® and the NEB have sought to find
a reference to Asherah in Isa. 6.13. This involves changing the relative
particle *4¥er to ’2§érd, which is certainly conjectural. Both Iwry and
Albright thought that the relative particle "“Ser was strange in poetry,
but it is found in v. 11 and, as W.H. Brownlee pointed out, in a number
of other poetic passages in Isaiah.”

Jeremiah 2.27

Another passage which a number of scholars have thought was refer-
ring to the Asherah is Jer. 2.27, where the prophet declares with regard
to the people of Judah that they ‘say to a wooden thing, “You are my
father”, and to a stone, “You gave me birth”. For they have turned their
back to me and not their face.” The proposal has been made that the
wooden thing (‘€s) is a reference to the Asherah and the stone (‘eben)
alludes to the sacred pillar (massebd).® If this interpretation is correct

76. W.F. Albright, ‘The High Place in Ancient Palestine’, in Volume du Congrés,
Strasbourg 1956 (VTSup, 4; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1957), pp. 242-58 (254-55).

77. S.Iwry, ‘Massebah and bamdah in 1Q Isaiah * 6 13°, JBL 76 (1957), pp. 225-
32.

78. Binger, Asherah, p. 136.

79. W.H. Brownlee, The Meaning of the Qumran Scrolls for the Bible with
Special Attention to the Book of Isaiah (New York: Oxford University Press, 1964),
p. 238. Cf. too J.A. Emerton, ‘The Translation and Interpretation of Isaiah vi. 13°,
in J.A. Emerton and S.C. Reif (eds.), Interpreting the Hebrew Bible: Essays in
Honour of E.IJ. Rosenthal (UCOP, 32; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1982), pp. 85-118, which offers an exhaustive survey of the interpretation of this
verse, and offers further criticisms of attempts to find allusions to Asherah in this
passage on pp. 102-103.

80. Cf. E. Nielsen, ‘The Righteous and the Wicked in Habaqquq’, ST 6 (1952),
pp- 54-78 (63); K. Jeppesen, ‘Myth in the Prophetic Literature’, in B. Otzen, H.
Gottlieb and K. Jeppesen, Myths in the Old Testament (trans. F.H. Cryer; London:
SCM Press, 1980), pp. 94-123, 134-38 (137 n. 37); J.A. Thompson, The Book of
Jeremiah (NICOT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), p. 180. S.M. Olyan, ‘The
Cultic Confession of Jer 2, 27a’, ZAW 99 (1987), pp. 254-59, sees the masculine
deity as Yahweh.
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Jeremiah must have been either confused or ironical, since the Asherah
was the female symbol and the massébd was the masculine symbol
(whether for Baal or Yahweh). However, quite apart from the unlikeli-
hood that Jeremiah would have been ignorant of such an elementary
point, there is no reason to belicve that the Asherah and massébad are
being referred to here. We need only compare Hab. 2.19, ‘Woe to him
who says to a wooden thing, Awake; to a dumb stone, Arise! Can this
give revelation? Behold it is overlaid with gold and silver, and there is
no breath in it at all.” This verse is clearly speaking of images of wood
and stone rather than the Asherah and magssébd. (Similarly Deut. 4.28;
Isa. 37.19; Ezek. 20.32.) It is likely that Jeremiah is similarly speaking
of wood and stone idols rather than of the Asherah and massébd and
that we are not to suppose that Jeremiah has got their genders mixed up,
either due to ignorance or irony. The fact that ‘s is masculine and
‘eben is generally feminine readily accounts for the respective forms of
address in Jer. 2.27.

Hosea 2.4-7, 12-14 (ET 2.2-5, 10-12)

W.D. Whitt*! has recently put forward a new idea, according to which
Hos. 2.4-7, 12-14 (ET 2.2-5, 10-12) originally referred to Yahweh’s
divorce®? of the goddess Asherah. He admits that in the final form of
the text as we now have it the passage refers to Yahweh’s relationship
with Israel rather than Asherah (e.g. Hos. 2. 16-17, 18-19, 21-22, ET 14-
15, 16-17, 19-20), but claims that this is the work of later redactors.
This, however, is highly speculative and without compelling evidence.
As C. Frevel®® has pointed out, Whitt’s isolation of Hos. 2.4-7, 12-14
(ET 2.2-5, 10-12) as the original text is arbitrary, and too obviously
depends on expunging those verses which do not fit his theory, for
example, 2.15 (ET 2.13), where the woman offers incense to the Baals,
which is not suggestive of a goddess. In any case, as John J. Schmitt®
has rightly pointed out, it is most unlikely that such a fanatical mono-

81. W.D. Whitt, ‘The Divorce of Yahweh and Asherah in Hos 2, 4-7. 12ff",
SJOT 6 (1992), pp. 31-67.

82. Actually, it is doubtful whether divorce is spoken of in Hos. 2, since the
whole point of Yahweh’s deliberations is to win back his faithless spouse.

83. Frevel, Aschera und der Ausschliefilichkeitsanspruch YHWHs, 1, pp. 263-65.
On pp. 260-72 Frevel offers many other detailed criticisms of Whitt’s arguments.

84. 1.J. Schmitt, “Yahweh’s Divorce in Hosea 2: Who is that Woman?’ SJOT 9
(1995), pp. 119-32.
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latrist as Hosea would have represented Asherah as being previously
married to Yahweh, and as Israel’s mother (v. 4, ET 2), even for the
sake of an ad hominem argument with his opponents, for elsewhere the
Old Testament simply regards her as a pagan abomination and nothing
more. Indeed, as we have seen earlier, this is probably why the
Deuteronomists connect her with Baal rather than Yahweh when con-
demning syncretism. However, Schmitt’s own suggestion that the
woman in Hosea 2 denotes the city of Samaria is also unlikely, for the
chapter reads more naturally as referring to the people as a whole rather
than simply the capital city (contrast Ezek. 16, 23, where Jerusalem and
Samaria are explicitly depicted as Yahweh’s wives).

Amos 8. 14

Another verse where it has been proposed that Asherah is mentioned is
Amos 8.14. F. Neuberg®® claimed that MT b’$m¢ should be emended to
b’§rt, so that we would have to read ‘Those who swear by Asherah of
Samaria...” rather than ‘Those who swear by the guilt of Samaria...’
Neuberg supposed that ’a$mat ‘guilt’ was deliberately substituted for
the name of the hated goddess Asherah. However, as A. Cooper®® has
rightly said, ‘Neuberg’s emendation of Amos 8.14 seems gratuitous’.
Further I would add that there are no known instances in the Old Testa-
ment where the name of the goddess Asherah has been deliberately
altered (contrast Baal and Astarte), which tells against Neuberg’s
emendation here. Moreover, without intending to discuss all the prob-
lems of this notorious crux, I may point out that the deities of Dan and
Beer-Sheba seem to be mentioned allusively rather than by name in this
verse, so it appears more appropriate for this to be the case with regard
to Samaria too.

The Personification of Wisdom in Proverbs 1-9

The final example which I shall discuss concerns not a dubious refer-
ence to Asherah as such, but rather a dubious example of alleged
Asherah influence on an Old Testament figure. Mark Smith® has

85. F. Neuberg, ‘An Unrecognized Meaning of Hebrew dér’, JNES 9 (1950),
pp. 215-17 (215).

86. A. Cooper, ‘Divine Names and Epithets in the Ugaritic Texts’, in S.
Rummel (ed.), Ras Shamra Parallels, III (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1981),
pp- 333-469 (347).

87. Mark S. Smith, The Early History of God, pp. 94-95.
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recently proposed that the figure of the goddess Asherah lies behind the
personification of Wisdom in Jewish thought. Both are feminine divine
figures, Wisdom is connected several times in Proverbs with the tree of
life (cf. Prov. 3.18, 11.30, 15.4), which one might compare with the
stylized tree symbols of Asherah, and the word ’a$ré ‘blessed’ appears
in Prov. 3.13 and 18, one of the passages concerned with the personifi-
cation of Wisdom. However, though ingenious, this proposal does not
seem very convincing. Nowhere in the Ugaritic texts, Old Testament or
elsewhere is the goddess Asherah associated with wisdom (unlike her
Canaanite consort, the god El), the relation of Wisdom to Yahweh is
more akin to that of a daughter than a wife (cf. Prov. 8.22), the tree of
life seems to have been more than a stylized tree, and there is no special
significance in the occurrence of the word ’a$ré ‘blessed’ in Prov. 3.
13, 18, since this word is quite frequent in Proverbs and related
Wisdom literature (cf. Prov. 8.32, 34, 13.21, 16.20, 20.7, 28.14, 29.18;
Ps. 127.5, 128.1). The origin of the personification of Wisdom is
clearly to be sought elsewhere. Since Wisdom appears to be already
personified outside Israel in the Wisdom of Ahigar, lines 94b-95, one
may perhaps envisage it as an appropriation and development of the
West Semitic Wisdom tradition.®® Judith Hadley,%® however, more
modestly claims that, though not derived from Asherah, the personifi-
cation of Wisdom filled the slot that had been left vacant in Jewish
thought through the elimination of the goddess Asherah. If by this is
meant that the female personification of Wisdom unconsciously fulfils
the psychological desire for a feminine element in the deity, this might
be true; if what is envisaged is a more deliberate replacement of
Asherah by Wisdom, then this seems unlikely.

88. J. Day, ‘Foreign Semitic Influence on the Wisdom of Israel and its Appro-
priation in the Book of Proverbs’, in J. Day, R.P. Gordon and H.G.M. Williamson
(eds.), Wisdom in Ancient Israel: Essays in Honour of J.A. Emerton (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995), pp. 55-70 (68-70).

89. J.M. Hadley, ‘Wisdom and the Goddess’, in Day, Gordon and Williamson
(eds.), Wisdom in Ancient Israel, pp. 234-43.



Chapter 3

YAHWEH VERSUS BAAL

The Various Manifestations of Baal

Curiously, whilst in the Old Testament the name Baal occurs 58 times
in the singular (always with the article), it also appears 19 times in the
plural, ‘the Baals’ (habb¢ ‘alim). This latter form is to be found in Judg.
2.11, 13, 3.7, 8.33, 10.6, 10; 1 Sam. 7.4, 12.10; 1 Kgs 18.18; Jer. 2.23,
9.13 (ET 14); Hos. 2.15, 19 (ET 13, 17), 11.2; 2 Chron. 17.3, 24.7, 28.2,
33.3 and 34.4. Prior to the discovery of the Ugaritic texts, as for exam-
ple in the work of the great nineteenth-century scholar, W. Robertson
Smith,! it was sometimes supposed that ‘the Baals’ referred to quite
distinct Canaanite deities, each Baal having its separate local identity.
The Ugaritic texts revealed, however, that Baal, ‘the Lord’, was the
epithet (though becoming a personal name) of one great cosmic deity,
Hadad, so that the local Baals were, in fact, simply local manifestations
of this particular deity, analogous to the local manifestations of the
Virgin Mary in the Roman Catholic Church.

Although on occasion the phrase ‘the Baals’ might be a way of refer-
ring to Canaanite gods generally (cf. Jer. 2.23, where it is likely that the
cult of Molech is specifically in mind), it seems that more usually it is
indeed a way of referring to different manifestations of the one god,
Baal. Interestingly, in the Ugaritic pantheon list (KTU? 1.47.5-11) the
name Baal is repeated seven times, suggesting that for the Ugaritians he
could appear in various manifestations. In the Old Testament some of
these manifestations are in a particular geographical location. Thus
there is Baal-Gad (Josh. 11.17, 12.7, 13.5), Baal-Hamon (Cant. 8.11),
Baal-Hazor (2 Sam. 13.23), Baal-Hermon (Judg. 3.3; 1 Chron. 5.23),
Baale-Judah (2 Sam. 6.2), also known as Kiriath-Baal (Josh. 15.60,
18.14) or Baalah (Josh. 15.9; 1 Chron. 13.6), that is Kiriath-jearim,

1. Cf. W. Robertson Smith, The Religion of the Semites, pp. 93-113.
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Baal-Meon (Num. 32.34; 1 Chron. 5.8) or Beth-Baal-Meon (Josh.
13.17), Baal-Peor (Deut. 4.3; Hos. 9.10; Ps. 106.28; cf. Num. 25.1-53,
31.16; Josh. 22.17), Baal-Perazim (2 Sam. 5.20; 1 Chron. 14.11), Baal-
Shalisha (2 Kgs 4.42), Baal-Tamar (Judg. 20.22), Baalah (Josh. 15.11,
29), Baalath (Josh. 19.44), Baalath-Beer (Josh. 19.8), Bamoth-Baal
(Josh. 13.17), Bealoth (Josh. 15.24), and in Egypt, Baal-Zephon (Exod.
14.2, 9; Num. 33.7). Interestingly, local manifestations of Baal are also
mentioned outside the Bible. For example, Baal-Zaphon, the god of Mt
Zaphon in Syria, is frequently mentioned at Ugarit (see Chapter 4 on
Zaphon). Baal of Lebanon (KA 31.1, 2) and the place Baal-Meon are
also attested, the latter on the Moabite stone (lines 9, 30). Recent stud-
ies of Palestinian place names with a Baal component suggest that they
arose at about the time of the emergence of the Israelites in Canaan.”

In addition to the above local manifestations, there are also a number
of Baal epithets which are not in themselves limited to a particular
sanctuary. Thus, for example, Baal was sometimes worshipped under
the title Baal-Shamem, ‘Baal of the heavens’, and it will be seen below
that the Phoenician form of Baal, promoted by Jezebel and opposed by
Elijah, was this deity rather than Melqart, contrary to what is often
asserted. Again, as will also be seen below, the name Baal-zebub
(2 Kgs 1.2, 3, 6, 16) represents a distortion of the name Baal-zebul, a
variant of the name zbl b°‘l, ‘Prince Baal’, attested of the universal Baal
in the Ugaritic texts, even though in 2 Kings 1 he is specifically associ-
ated with the sanctuary at Ekron.

A Canaanite god with a temple at Shechem is called Baal-Berith
‘Baal of the Covenant’ (Judg. 9.4), and the Deuteronomist also repre-
sents him as being worshipped more widely by the Israelites in Judg.
8.33. Curiously, we also find a reference to a temple of El-Berith
‘El/God of the Covenant’ in Shechem in Judg. 9.46. Sometimes these
have been seen as separate deities,? but it seems more natural to regard
them as variants of the same name. Granted this, it is debated whether
we have to do with a form of El or Baal. F.M. Cross* suggests El-
Berith, regarding Baal ‘lord’ as an epithet, pointing to a deity named
’ilbrt in a Hurrian text from Ugarit (Ugaritica V, RS 24.278 [= KTU?

2. See B. Rosen, ‘Early Israelite Cultic Centres in the Hill Country’, VT 38
(1988), pp. 114-17.

3. E.g. M.J. Mulder, ‘Baal-Berith’, DDD, cols. 266-72 (269) (2nd edn, 141-44
[142]).

4. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, pp. 39,49 n. 23.



70 Yahweh and the Gods and Goddesses of Canaan

1.128]), though it has been queried whether Hurrian ’ilbrt should not
rather be understood as referring to the god Ilabrat, not to El-Berith?
Significantly, however, the association of the Shechem deity with a wine
festival in Judg. 9.27 suggests the agricultural god Baal rather than El,
and Judg. 8.33 implies that the worship of this deity was a form of
apostasy associated with the Baals, so if only one deity is spoken of it is
surely Baal-Berith, not El-Berith. The reference to El-Berith in Judg.
9.46 might then be attributed to ‘scribal orthodoxy’,® or alternatively El
is simply being used in an appellative sense.” One can only speculate
about the nature of the Covenant referred to in the name, and attempts
to trace influence on Israel’s own notion of divine Covenant are prob-
ably over bold.?

Baal Worship in Ancient Israel

When reading the Old Testament it becomes clear that it was the Baal
cult that provided the greatest and most enduring threat to the develop-
ment of exclusive Yahweh worship within ancient Israel. The fact that
the Israelites were settled among the Canaanites, for whom the worship
of Baal was so important, and that Palestine is a land utterly dependent
for its fertility upon the rain, which was held to be Baal’s special realm
of influence, accounts for the tempting nature of this cult as well as the
strength of the Old Testament polemic against it.

At the time of entry into the promised land there appears the tempta-
tion to participate in the cult of Baal-Peor at Mt Peor in the land of
Moab (Num. 25.1-9; Deut. 4.3; Ps. 106.28; Hos. 9.10). Subsequently,
during the period of the judges, Israel worshipped the Baals (Judg. 2.11,
13; 3.7; 10.6; 1 Sam. 7.4; 12.10). The text recounts that Gideon pulled
down an altar of Baal and cut down an Asherah (Judg. 6.25-32). During
the divided monarchy Ahab married Jezebel, daughter of Ittobaal
(Ethbaal), king of the Sidonians, and worshipped Baal. He erected an
altar for Baal in the house of Baal, which he built in Samaria, and made
an Asherah (1 Kgs 16.31-33). Ahab’s promulgation of the Baal cult

5. M. Dietrich and W. Mayer, ‘Hurritische Weihrauch-Beschwérungen in
ugaritischer Alphabetschrift’, UF 26 (1994), pp. 73-112 (92).

6. 1. Gray, ‘Baal-Berith’, IDB, 1, p. 331.
Cf. R.E. Clements, ‘Baal-Berith of Shechem’, JSS 13 (1968), pp. 21-32 (26

-’

7.
n. 3).
8. Cf. Clements, ‘Baal-Berith of Shechem’, pp. 31-32.
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provides the background for the famous confrontation between Elijah
and the prophets of Baal on Mt Carmel in 1 Kings 18. Unlike Elijah,
Ahab clearly did not see his promulgation of Baal as being incompati-
ble with Yahweh worship; in fact, Ahab’s sons Ahaziah and Jehoram
bear Yahwistic names. (On the identification of Ahab’s Baal, see
below.) Ahaziah is said to have worshipped Baal (1 Kgs 22.53)—
indeed, he consulted Baal-zebub, the god of Ekron, when he was ill (2
Kgs 1.2-16), a name (literally, ‘Lord of the fly’) that looks as though it
is a distortion of Baal-zebul (‘Baal the Prince’, cf. Ugaritic zbl bl and
New Testament Beelzebul; see below). Ahab’s other son, Jehoram, is
said to have put away the pillar of Baal that his father had made (2 Kgs
3.2), though he is still regarded by the Deuteronomist as an evil king (2
Kgs 3.2-3). It is clear, however, that Baal worship persisted, for Jehu
was later ruthlessly to massacre the Baal priests, prophets and
worshippers in the temple of Baal as well as destroy the temple itself
and the pillar of Baal within it (2 Kgs 10.18-27). This act was later to
receive the condemnation of the prophet Hosea (cf. Hos. 1.4). In addi-
tion to the Northern Kingdom (2 Kgs 17.16), Manasseh is singled out
as worshipping Baal (2 Kgs 21.3), but Josiah, in his great reformation,
put an end to his cult (2 Kgs 23.4-5). Among the canonical prophets it
is Hosea and Jeremiah who seem most exercised by the Baal cult (e.g.
Hos. 2.19 [ET 2.17]; 13.1; Jer. 2.8, 23.13). It is surprising that the other
canonical prophets do not mention the name of Baal, even when they
condemn syncretism, for example, Ezekiel. Perhaps some prophets
were reluctant to mention the names of detested deities (the only one
explicitly mentioned by Ezekiel is Tammuz, Ezek. 8.14).

In the postexilic period Baal is not heard of, apart from a reference in
Zech. 12.11 to the Aramaean cult of Hadad-rimmeon in the plain of
Megiddo. Also, it needs to be remembered that Antiochus IV Epiphanes
rededicated the temple in Jerusalem in 168 BCE to Zeus Olympios,who
was a Hellenistic form of Baal-Shamem. ‘The abomination of desola-
tion’ (Sigqis $omém or Sigqils mé§omém) in Dan. 9.27, 11.31 and 12.11
is a play on the name of the god Baal-Shamem (see below).

In the early period the Old Testament mentions a number of Israelites
whose personal names include the theophorous element ba‘al. These
include Jerubbaal, an alternative name of the judge Gideon (Judg. 6.32,
7.1, etc.).? Although the Old Testament interprets the name as meaning

9. See J.A. Emerton, ‘Gideon and Jerubbaal’, JTS NS 27 (1976), pp. 289-312,
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‘Let Baal contend against him’ (Judg. 6.32), this is generally agreed not
to be the original meaning, since it would be extraordinary for a man to
bear a name containing a statement directed against himself. More
likely suggestions as to the original meaning include ‘May Baal show
himself great’ or ‘May Baal give increase’.!” Other early names with
ba‘al include Saul’s son Eshbaal (1 Chron. 8.33, 9.39; distorted to Ish-
bosheth in 2 Sam. 2.10, etc.), and the son of Saul’s son Jonathan,
Meribbal or Meribaal (1 Chron. 8.34, 9.40, distorted to Mephibosheth
in 2 Sam. 4.4, 9.6, 19.25, etc.; there is another Mephibosheth in 2 Sam.
21.8). Further, David had a son called Beeliada, that is, Baaliada
(1 Chron. 14.6; named Eliada in 2 Sam 5.16; 1 Chron. 3.8). Other Baal
names are found outside the Old Testament, for example, in the ninth-
century Samaria ostraca, where five individuals have Baal names, in
contrast to nine who have Yahwistic names.!! So far as the above bibli-
cal names are concerned, we cannot be certain whether they simply
allude to the Canaanite god Baal, or refer to Yahweh as being equated
with Baal, or are simply an epithet ‘Lord’ for Yahweh without actual
identification with the god Baal. Whatever the case with the above
names (and the same explanation need not apply to Jerubbaal and the
others), we have definite evidence that Yahweh could be referred to as
Baal from the personal names Bealiah (2 Chron. 12.6 [ET 5]), one of
David’s warriors, and Yehobaal, a name found on a seal,!> which seem
to mean respectively ‘Baal is Yahweh’ and ‘Yahweh is Baal’. That
Yahweh could actually be equated with Baal is clearly indicated by
Hosea 2.

In v. 18 (ET 16) Hosea declares, ‘And in that day, says the Lord, you

for a defence of the view that Gideon and Jerubbaal probably are two names of the
same individual, contrary to the supposition of some modern scholars.

10. These are the views of Noth, Die israelitischen Personennamen, pp. 206-
207, and Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, pp. 109, 205 n. 57, re-
spectively, both proposing the verb is 7bb, which is suggest by the daghesh forte in
the beth. J.J. Stamm, Beitrige zur hebrdischen und altorientalischen Namenskunde
(ed. E. Jenni and M.A. Klopfenstein; OBO, 30; Freiburg/Goéttingen: Universitits-
verlag/Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980), pp. 145-46, prefers, however, to translate
‘Baal hat Recht geschafft’/‘Baal ist eingetreten’, seeing the verb as rib/ritb.

11. The five Baal names and literature on the Samaria ostraca are cited by Mark
S. Smith, The Early History of God, p. 65 n. 3.

12. See, for example, N. Avigad, ‘Hebrew Seals and Sealings and their Signifi-
cance for Biblical Research’, in J.A. Emerton (ed.), Congress Volume, Jerusalem
1986 (NTSup, 40; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1988), pp. 7-16 (8-9).
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will call me “My husband”, and no longer will you call me “My Baal”’.
The following verse goes on to say, ‘For I will remove the names of the
Baals from your mouth, and they shall be mentioned by name no more’.
Now ‘the Baals’ were mentioned earlier in this chapter in v. 15 (ET 13),
and these clearly refer to the fertility deity, Baal, whom the people
regarded as being responsible for the grain, wine, oil and so on in v. 10
(ET 8), and also the ‘lovers’ of v. 7 (ET 5). From all this it can hardly be
doubted that Hosea was not simply objecting to the epithet ‘Lord’
(ba‘al) being applied to Yahweh, but was countering a tendency of the
people to confiate Yahweh and Baal to such an extent that the essential
identity and uniqueness of the former was compromised.

Further evidence in support of the view there were some who equated
Yahweh with Baal derives from the fact that such a hypothesis has
explanatory power in accounting for the rise of the Son of Man imagery
in Daniel 7.1

Jezebel’s Baal

It would appear that Yahwistic hostility to Baal greatly intensified from
the time of Elijah and Jezebel in the ninth century BCE. What was the
identity of the Baal whose worship Jezebel promoted in Israel (cf.
1 Kgs 18.19, ‘the 450 prophets of Baal and the 400 prophets of
Asherah,'* who eat at Jezebel’s table’) and against whom the prophet
Elijah struggled, made famous in the contest between Elijah and the
prophets of Baal in 1 Kings 18?

The god is simply called Baal in 1 Kings 18. However, a majority of
scholars tend to suppose that this is not the familiar Baal known from
elsewhere in the Old Testament, but rather Melqart, spoken of by
modern scholars as the Baal of Tyre and the chief god of Tyre.!

13. Cf. Emerton, ‘The Origin of the Son of Man Imagery’, pp. 225-42; J. Day,
God’s Conflict with the Dragon and the Sea, pp. 151-77.

14. 1t is widely agreed that the reference to the 400 prophets of Asherah is a
later gloss, since they play no role in the subsequent story in 1 Kgs 18 and the
words are marked with an asterisk in the Hexapla.

15. This is the view found in many standard works on this narrative. The
argument has been most strongly presented by R. de Vaux, ‘Les Prophétes de Baal
sur le Mont Carmel’, Bulletin du Musée de Beyrouth 5 (1941), pp. 7-20; reprinted in
the collected essays of de Vaux, Bible et Orient (Paris: Cerf, 1967), pp. 485-97; ET
“The Prophets of Baal on Mount Carmel’, in The Bible and the Ancient Near East
(trans. D. McHugh; London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1972), pp. 238-51. More
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What evidence is adduced to support this view? Basically, three main
points of comparison have been made. First, Elijah’s allusion to the
possibility that Baal is musing (1 Kgs. 18.27) has been compared to the
description of Herakles (with whom Melqgart was equated) as a philoso-
pher (e.g. Chronicon Pascale 43, in PG XCII, col. 161). The suggestion
that Baal might be on a journey (1 Kgs 18.27) has been compared with
the fact that the Tyrian Herakles is alleged to have made a journey to
Libya (Eudoxus of Cnidus, in Athenaeus 9.392). Thirdly, the possibility
that Baal ‘is asleep and must be awakened’ (1 Kgs 18.27) has been
compared with the fact that there was a ceremony of waking Melqart
from his winter sleep (Menander of Ephesus, in Josephus, Ant. 8.5.3).

However, none of these points is compelling. For a start, it should be
noted that the sources in question are late, and there is no certainty that
they reflect traditions going back to the ninth century BCE. Moreover, a
much better case can be made that Jezebel’s Baal was Baal-Shamem,
another important god worshipped at Tyre, whose role as a storm god
suggests that he was essentially the same as the Ugaritic Baal and the
Baal known elsewhere in the Old Testament.'® For instance, with regard
to the third point above, bearing in mind that death could be spoken of
as sleep (cf. Isa. 26.19; Dan. 12.2, etc.), it may be argued that the death
and resurrection of the Ugaritic Baal is a more appropriate parallel to
1 Kings 18 than is Melqart, since the celebration of Melgart’s awakening
from sleep in the month of Peritios, that is, February/March (Josephus,
Ant. 8.5.3), does not cohere with a storm god, whereas the Ugaritic
Baal’s summer sojourn in the underworld corresponds to his role as a
storm god who brought the lightning and the rain, the point at issue
between Elijah and the prophets of Baal in 1 Kings 18.

An important indicator is that it was not Melqart, but rather Baal-
Shamem who was endowed with the attributes of the weather god at

recently this view has been followed by, for example, C. Bonnet, Melgart: Cultes
et mythes de I’Héracleés tyrien en Méditerranée (Studia Phoenicia, 8; Leuven:
Peeters and Presses Universitaires de Namur, 1988), pp. 136-44.

16. This has been proposed by O. Eissfeldt, ‘Ba‘alsamém und Jahwe’, ZAW 57
(1939), pp. 1-31 (18-23); reprinted in Eissfeldt, Kieine Schriften, 11, pp. 170-98
(186-91). It has been ably defended by M.J. Mulder, De naam van de afwezige god
op de Karmel: Onderzoek naar de naam van de Badl van de Karmel in 1 Koningen
18 (Leiden: Universitaire Pers, 1979). Others who have taken this line include Mark
S. Smith, The Early History of God, p. 44; B. Mazar, Biblical Israel: State and
People (Jerusalem: Magnes Press and Israel Exploration Society, 1992), pp. 118,
128; and the present writer, in earlier publications.
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Tyre in the seventh century BCE—only two centuries after the incident
at 1 Kings 18—as is illustrated by the treaty between Esar-haddon and
Baal, king of Tyre. There, in the list of Tyrian deities, we read, ‘May
Baal-sameme, Baal-malage and Baal-saphon raise an evil wind against
your ships, to undo their moorings, tear out their mooring pole, may a
strong wave sink them in the sea, a violent tide [...] against you. May
Melqart and Eshmun deliver your land to destruction, your people to be
deported; from your land [...]’!7 Moreover, this passage, which clearly
distinguishes Melqart from various Baal deities, makes it very dubious
whether at this early period it is even correct to speak of Melgart as a
Baal deity at all, as scholars frequently imagine when they refer to him
as Baal-Melqart or the Baal of Tyre. The title ‘Baal of Tyre’ is, in fact,
only attested of Melgart much later, in a second-century BCE Phoeni-
cian inscription from Malta (‘Our Lord Melqart, Lord of Tyre [b°! sr]
[KAI 47.1]). Classical sources regularly equate Melqart with Herakles,
not Zeus, who was the equivalent of Baal. Nor, it will be noted, does
the Esar-haddon treaty associate Melgart with the storm, unlike the
varioius manifestations of Baal.

If Melgart was really the most important god of Tyre, it is surprising
that the element ‘Melqart’ does not occur in any of the names of the
kings of Tyre. On the other hand, a large number of them contain the
theophoric element, Baal, which most naturally refers to Baal-Shamem.
That Baal-Shamem was, indeed, the most important Tyrian god at this
period is also indicated by the above-mentioned treaty between Esar-
haddon and Baal, king of Tyre, since Baal-Shamem (Baal-sameme) is,
in fact, the Tyrian deity mentioned first.

Yet a further piece of information supports the view that it was Baal-
Shamem who was the deity promoted by Jezebel. In 1 Kings 18 the
contest between Elijah and the prophets of Baal takes place on Mt
Carmel. The god of Carmel was always equated with Zeus, and it was
Baal-Shamem who was identified with Zeus, Melqart being rather
equated with Herakles. This is most interestingly reflected in an inscrip-
tion discovered on part of a marble foot on Mt Carmel itself, in which

17. See ANET, p. 534. Even earlier, the eighth-century BCE inscription from
Karatepe’s reference to Baal-Shamem in the Phoenician version is rendered in the
hieroglyphic Hittite version by a sign for the Hittite storm and thunder god, Tarhunt.
The view of R.A. Oden, ‘Ba‘al $amém and "EI’, CBQ 39 (1977), pp. 457-73, that
Baal Shamem is to be equated with El rather than Baal thus seems far-fetched.
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the dedication is made ‘to Heliopolitan Zeus [god of] Carmel’,'® and in
the fourth-century BCE Pseudo-Scylax’s Periplus 104 attests Mt Carmel
as the ‘holy mountain of Zeus’. This is presumably the ‘Mount Ba‘li-
ra’-si [Baal of the Headland] which is (over against) the sea and by
(over against) the land of Tyre’ referred to in the annals of Shalmaneser
111 in 841 BCE." Since the local Baal would have been simply a local
form of the universal Baal, there is no need to follow A. Alt and K.
Galling in seeing the Baal of 1 Kings 18 as simply the local Baal of Mt
Carmel and nothing more.?

Since the Baal promoted by Jezebel was the same Baal who had been
worshipped by the Canaanite population of Israel and syncretistic
Israelites, it can readily be understood how he gained such a large
following. This would not be the case with Melqgart, the city god of
Tyre, and, as M.J. Mulder has emphasized, Ahab would have commit-
ted political suicide had he attempted to promote such a foreign god.

Strong polemic against Baal is clearly to be seen in 1 Kings 18,
where Yahweh defeats Baal in the contest on Mt Carmel by making fire
come down from heaven. Since this is immediately followed by the
return of the rain after the long drought (1 Kgs 18.41-45) we must
understand the fire from heaven as lightning. Accordingly, the polemic
is especially marked, as Yahweh is shown as the God who can bring

18. Cf. M. Avi-Yonah, ‘Mount Carmel and the God of Baalbek’, IEJ 2 (1952),
pp. 118-24.

19. See Y. Aharoni, The Land of the Bible: A Historical Geography (trans. and
ed. A.F. Rainey; Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1979), p. 341. The sacredness of
Mt Carmel may be attested already in the annals of the fifteenth-century BCE
Pharaoh Thutmose III as ‘Rosh-Kadesh’, i.e. ‘Holy Head’ (ANET, p. 243), but this
identification is uncertain.

20. A. Alt, ‘Das Gottesurteil auf dem Karmel’, in A. Weiser (ed.), Festschrift G.
Beer zum 60. Geburtstage dargebracht (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1935), pp. 1-
18; reprinted in A. Alt, Kleine Schriften, Il (Munich: C.H. Beck, 1953), pp. 135-49;
K. Galling, ‘Der Gott Karmel und die Achtung der fremden Gétter’, in G. Ebeling
(ed.), Geschichte und Altes Testament: Festschrift A. Alt zum 70. Geburstag (BHT,
16; Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1953), pp. 105-25. On the subject of the
god of Carmel, see also O. Eissfeldt, Der Gort Karmel (Sitzungsberichte der
deutschen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin. Klasse fiir Sprachen, Literatur
und Kunst, Jahrgang 1953, 1; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1953), who rightly empha-
sizes that we should not make too great a distinction between the Tyrian Baal and
the local Baal of Carmel (cf. pp. 3-6).
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lightning and the rain, which were regarded as Baal’s particular sphere
of influence.

A few scholars®! have attempted greatly to increase the number of
passages in the Elijah and Elisha stories which are to be envisaged as
displaying polemic against the Baal cult, more or less seeing any heal-
ing or nature miracle on the part of these prophets as an implicit sign of
the superiority of Yahweh to Baal, but this is not clearly indicated in
the text and seems to go beyond the evidence.

Polemical Distortions of the Name of Baal

a. Baal-zebub (Baal-zebul, Beelzebul)

In 2 Kings 1 we read that after Ahaziah had fallen through the lattice in
his upper chamber in Samaria and lay sick, he sent messengers to
enquire of Baal-zebub, the god of Ekron, whether he would recover
from his sickness.

How is the name Baal-zebub to be explained? Since z¢biib is the
Hebrew word for ‘fly’, the name, on the face of it, seems to mean,
‘Baal/Lord of the fly/flies’. This was the traditional understanding in the
past, prior to the discovery of the Ugaritic texts. Some scholars still
accept this as the real name of the deity, but those who do are not
united in the explanation they give for it.

(i) First, there are those who believe that Baal-zebub was a god
who gave oracles through the buzzing of flies.?? This phe-
nomenon is, however, unattested in the Semitic world.

21. Cf. L. Bronner, The Stories of Elijah and Elisha as Polemics against Baal
Worship (Pretoria Oriental Studies, 6; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1968); J.K. Battenfield,
“YHWH’s Refutation of the Baal Myth through the Actions of Elijah and Elisha’, in
A. Gileadi (ed.), Israel’s Apostasy and Restoration: Essays in Honor of Roland K.
Harrison (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1988), pp. 19-37; F.E. Woods,
Water and Storm Polemics against Baalism in the Deuteronomistic History (Ameri-
can University Studies, Series 7, Theology and Religion, 150; New York: Peter
Lang, 1994), pp. 95-121. The study of F.C. Fensham, ‘A Few Observations on the
Polarisation Between Yahweh and Baal in 1 Kings 17-19°, ZAW 92 (1980), pp.
227-36, does not go as far as this, but he does see the miracles of Elijah associated
with the widow of Zarephath in 1 Kgs 17 as emphasizing the power of Yahweh
over Baal.

22. R.A.S.Macalister, The Philistines: Their History and Civilization (Schweich
Lectures; London: Oxford University Press, 1913), pp. 91-93.
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(i)

(iii)

(iv)

Yahweh and the Gods and Goddesses of Canaan

M. Riemschneider and T.H. Gaster?® think that the name may
originally have been a Philistine one, which was then reinter-
preted by the Hebrews as ‘fly’, and Gaster maintains that ‘fly’
may have been a symbol of death and disease. However, with
regard to the first point, although this was a deity worshipped
by the Philistines, the name is probably Semitic in origin: the
first element, ‘Baal’, is certainly Semitic, and it is known that
the Philistines, like the Israelites, appropriated other Canaanite
deities: Dagon (Judg. 16.23; 1 Sam. 5.2-5, 7; 1 Chron. 10.10),
Ashtaroth (1 Sam. 31.10), and, as is now known from discov-
eries at Ekron, possibly Asherah.?* With regard to the second
point, while Gaster cites a number of examples from various
parts of the world where the fly is a symbol of death and
disease, none of them pertains to the Semitic world.

F. Saracino? has appealed to a Ugaritic text found at Ras Ibn
Hani (KTU? 1.169.1 = RIH 78/20, line 1), where he renders
ydy.dbbm.dgzr as ‘May he [i.e. Baal] drive away the flies of
the Hero’. He cites this as evidence that Baal drove away flies
and thinks it explains the name Baal-zebub. However, most
other scholars translate dbbm otherwise. 8

Another recent suggestion is that of A. Tangberg,?” who thinks
that Baal-zebub means ‘Baal (statue) with flies (ornament)’; he
compares a description of the mother goddess, Nintu, of whom
it is stated that ‘she wears a fly’. But Baal-zebub sounds very
much like a title of a god, rather than a description of this
kind. Moreover, against this and all the above views it may be

23. M. Riemschneider, ‘Die Herkunft der Philister’, Acta Antiqua Academiae
Scientiarum Hungaricae 4 (1956), pp. 17-29 (25); T.H. Gaster, ‘Baalzebub’, IDB, I,
p. 332, and in Myth, Legend, and Custom in the Old Testament (London: Gerald
Duckworth, 1969), p. 515.

24. On the last, see above, Chapter 2, n. 15.

25. F. Saracino, ‘Ras Ibn Hani 78/20 and Some Old Testament Connections’,
VT 32 (1982), pp. 338-43.

26. For instance, Y. Avishur, ‘The Ghost-expelling Incantation from Ugarit (Ras
Ibn Hani 78/20)’, UF 13 (1981), pp. 13-25 (15, 17), renders ‘enemies’; K. Aartun,
‘Neue Beitriige zum ugaritischen Lexikon I’, UF 16 (1984), pp. 1-52 (10-11), trans-
lates ‘hinterhiltige Unternechmungen’; and A. Caquot and J. de Tarragon, in Textes
QOugaritiques, 11 (Paris: Cerf, 1989), p. 54, see the meaning as ‘les paroles’.

27. A. Tangberg, ‘A Note on Ba‘al Z&bub in 2 Kgs 1,2.3.6.16°, SJOT 6 (1992),
pp. 293-96.
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stated that nowhere else is the epithet ‘Baal of flies’ attested. 1
shall therefore reject the understanding that 2 Kings 1 refers to
a ‘Baal of flies’.

Another view, one which accepts the spelling Baal-zebub, though
rejecting any allusion to flies, is that of F.C. Fensham,?® who suggests
as a possibility that the name means ‘Baal of the flame’, which links up
with references to fire coming down from heaven in 2 Kgs 1.10, 12, 14,
He compares z¢biib with the word dbb, ‘flame’, the name of a deity
mentioned in the Ugaritic texts, which appears to be cognate with
Aramaic §bibd, ‘flame’, the name of a monster defeated by Baal’s con-
sort, Anat. In KTU? 1.3.111.45-46, she declares, mhst. k{.}Ibt. ’ilm. "ist
klt. bt.’il. dbb, ‘1 destroyed the bitch of the gods, Fire, | made an end of
the daughter of El, Flame’. However, no such epithet, ‘Baal of the
flame’, is ever attested and the vocalization z¢biib also seems inappro-
priate on this view in the light of Aramaic §¢bibd.

None of the attempts to justify the Masoretic reading Baal-zebub in
2 Kings 1 is therefore convincing. I come now to consider the view that
the original reading was rather Baal-zebul. Interestingly, Symmachus
presupposes Baal-zebul in 2 Kgs 1.2, according to the manuscripts j
and z.

M.J. Mulder® has proposed that b zbl was the original form of the
name and thinks it means ‘Baal of illness’ (cf. Ugaritic zbln, ‘illness’).
However, since zbl bl and bl zbl are attested as epithets of Baal in the
Canaanite world (see below), Mulder’s understanding of zbl as ‘illness’
here seems uncalled for.

The most probable explanation of the name Baal-zebub is that which
sees the name as a deliberate distortion of Baal-zebul, ‘Baal the Prince’.
That Baal-zebub was a distortion of Baal-zebul was already suggested
by the scholar T.K. Cheyne,*® but he thought the meaning was ‘lord of
the high house’.>' With the discovery of the Ugaritic texts and the

28. F.C. Fensham, ‘A Possible Explanation of the Name Baal-zebub of Ekron’,
ZAW 79 (1967), pp. 361-64.

29. M.J. Mulder, Kanadnitische Goden in het Oude Testament (Exegetica,
fourth series, 4 and 5; The Hague: N.V. Van Keulen Periodieken, 1965), p. 35.

30. T.K. Cheyne, ‘Baalzebub’, in T.K. Cheyne and J.S. Black (eds.), Encyclo-
paedia Biblica (one vol. edn; London: A. & C. Black, 1904), cols. 407-408.

31. W. Herrmann, ‘Baal Zebub’, DDD, cols. 293-96 (294) (2nd edn, pp. 154-56
[154-55]), mistakenly states that already Movers, Die Phonizier, 1, p. 260 and S.
Guyard, ‘Remarques sur le mot assyrien zabal et sur 1’expression biblique bet
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finding there of Baal’s frequent epithet, zbl b°l, ‘Prince Baal’, the view
has gained support that Baal-zebub is a deliberate distortion of this.*

Less well known is the occurrence of the same epithet in reverse
order, such as is postulated as lying behind Baal-zebub, in a second-
century BCE Punic personal name from Tharros, in Sardinia, bl "zbl
(KAI 67.1-2). The distortion of this name to Baal-zebub is in keeping
with other examples of the distortion of the names of Canaanite deities
in the Old Testament, such as ba¥et, ‘shame’, for Baal and Ashtoreth
(with the vowels of boser) for Ashtart.

That the name Baal-zebul was known to the Jews is attested in the
New Testament, where Beelzebul has become the name of the Prince of
the Demons, Satan (Mt. 10.25, 12.24, 27; Mk 3.22; Lk. 11.15, 18-19).
The reading Beelzebul in the New Testament is certainly original:
almost all the Greek manuscripts read BegAleBovA. Only Vaticanus (B)
and, in every case except one, Sinaiticus (R) read BeeleBovA. The
reading Beelzebub is found later in the Vulgate and Peshitta, and is
clearly inferior, making the New Testament demonic name agree with
the god of Ekron in 2 Kings 1. It is all the more remarkable that the
form Beelzebul is attested in the New Testament when we reflect that it
is not found in the Old Testament, and it testifies to the continuation of
a Canaanite numen in transformed demonized form in popular Jewish
religion at a late date.

It is not surprising that the name became a term for the ‘Prince of the
Demons’ (cf. zbl, ‘prince’): the name of the leading god, when abomi-
nated, naturally became transformed into that of the leading demon.
The idea that pagan gods are demons is found in Deut. 32.17; Ps.
105.37; Bar. 4.7 and Ps. 95.5 (LXX); also in 1 Cor. 10.20 and Rev. 9.20.
However, although ultimately deriving from the name Baal-zebul,
‘Baal the Prince’, it should not be supposed that this is how the term
was understood in the New Testament. Z¢biil was probably then under-
stood in its meaning ‘dwelling’, so that Beelzebul now meant ‘lord of

zeboul’, JA 12 (Tth series, 1878), pp. 220-25, understood Baal-zebul to be the origi-
nal form of Baal-zebub in 2 Kings 1.

32. So far as I am aware, the connection with zbl b‘l was first suggested by W.F.
Albright, ‘The North-Canaanite Epic of *Al’8yan Ba‘al and Mot’, JPOS 12 (1932),
pp- 185-208 (191), though he took the meaning to be ‘Lord of the Abode [i.e.
Shrine]’. But in ‘Zabéil Yam and Thépit Nahar in the Combat between Baal and the
Sea’, JPOS 16 (1936), pp. 17-20 (17), Albright accepted the meaning ‘exalted
Baal’.
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the dwelling’. This is supported by the apparent word play on the name
in Mt. 10.25, ‘If they have called the master of the house Beelzebul,
how much less will they malign those of his household’ (cf. also Mk 3.
25,27).3

Other explanations of the New Testament demonic term are uncon-
vincing. Thus, an older explanation supposed that Beelzebul represents
Aramaic b ‘él-z¢bil, ‘lord of dung’,3* or be‘él-zibbil, ‘lord of dung’,®
but z¢biil and zibbil ‘dung’ are not known in the Aramaic of New Tes-
tament times.

It has sometimes been claimed® that the New Testament demonic
term derives from Aramaic b°‘el d°babd ‘enemy’ (which in Syriac
became a name for Satan). P.L. Day,?” though admitting that Baal-zebul
ultimately derives from Ugaritic zbl b‘l, believes that the Aramaic
expression contributed to its becoming a term for Satan. However, this
is most unlikely, granted that Beelzebul, not Beelzebub, is the original
form and that the Aramaic demonic name (as shown by the New
Testament transliteration) had a z and not a d.

b. Bosheth, ‘shame’

Another example of Hebrew scribal distortion of the name of Baal for
polemical purposes occurs in the use of the expression boet, ‘shame’,
to denote Baal.®® This is explicitly the case in Hos. 9.10, ‘But they came

33. New Testament scholars often show awareness of this later understanding,
but fail to note the origin in the Canaanite god Baal-zebul, e.g. C.E.B. Cranfield,
The Gospel according to Saint Mark (CGTC; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1963), p. 136; J.C. Fenton, Saint Matthew (Pelican Gospel Commentaries;
Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1963), p. 162; D.E. Nineham, Saint Mark
(Pelican Gospel Commentaries; Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1963), p. 124; H.
Anderson, The Gospel of Mark (NCB; London: Oliphants, 1976), p. 121; M.D.
Hooker, The Gospel according to St Mark (BNTC; London: A. & C. Black, 1991),
p. 115.

34. First suggested by J.B. Lightfoot, in 1658; see his Horae Hebraicae et
Talmudicae, 11 (new edn by R. Gandell; 4 vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1859), pp. 203-204.

35. H.L. Strack and P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus
Talmud und Midrasch, 1(4 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922), p. 632.

36. A. Schlatter, Der Evangelist Matthdus (Stuttgart: Calwer, 1929), p. 343.

37. P.L. Day, An Adversary in Heaven: §atan in the Hebrew Bible (HSM, 43;
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), pp. 157-59.

38. This was first argued by O. Thenius, Die Biicher Samuels (Kurzgefasstes
exegetisches Handbuch zum Alten Testament; Leipzig: Weidmann’sche Buchhand-
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to Baal-Peor, and consecrated themselves to the shameful thing (bo¥er),
and became detestable like the thing they loved’, and in Jer. 11. 13,
‘For your gods have become as many as your cities, O Judah; and as
many as the streets of Jerusalem are the altars you have set up to the
shameful thing (bdset), altars to burn incense to Baal’. In the light of
these examples, Baal must also be intended in Jer. 3. 24, ‘But from our
youth the shameful thing (boSet) has devoured all for which our fathers
laboured, their flocks and their herds, their sons and their daughters’.

It is generally accepted that boSet, ‘shame’, has also been substituted
for ba‘al, ‘Baal’, by later scribes in the personal names Ish-bosheth
(2 Sam. 2.10, etc.) for Eshbaal (1 Chron. 8.33, 9.39), Mephibosheth
(2 Sam. 4.4, 9.6, 19.25, etc.; there is another Mephibosheth in 2 Sam.
21.8) for Meribaal or Meribbaal (1 Chron. 8.34, 9.40), and also
Jerubbesheth (2 Sam. 11.21) for Jerubbaal (Judg. 6.32). This view has,
however, been questioned by M. Tsevat,*® who proposes that in these
names boSet is rather equivalent to the Akkadian bastu, ‘dignity, pride,
vigour’, and is to be understood as a divine epithet, original to the
Hebrew text at these points. The individuals in question are thus under-
stood to have had two names. However, Tsevat’s arguments are
unconvincing, for two fundamental reasons. First, he fails to explain
why, on his view, it should be precisely certain individuals with ba‘al
in their name who also have a name including the element boet, and no
others. Secondly, it is curious that Tsevat makes no reference whatso-
ever to the passages listed above (Hos. 9.10; Jer. 3.24, 11.13) where
boset, ‘shame’, is clearly used to denote Baal outside of personal names.
(The context in all three passages is condemnatory, making the meaning
‘dignity, pride, vigour’ quite inappropriate.)

Similar arguments to Tsevat’s have recently been put forward by
G.J. Hamilton,*® and similar objections apply. Hamilton agrees with

lung, 1842), pp. 142, 175. Cf. also A. Geiger, ‘Der Baal in den hebriischen Eigen-
namen’, ZDMG 16 (1862), pp. 728-32.

39. M. Tsevat, ‘Ishbosheth and Congeners: The Names and their Study’, HUCA
46 (1975), pp. 71-87.

40. G.J. Hamilton, ‘New Evidence for the Authenticity of b§t in Hebrew Per-
sonal Names and for its Use as a Divine Epithet in Biblical Texts’, CBQ 60 (1998),
pp- 228-50. On p. 229, n. 7, Hamilton states that in my article on ‘Baal’ in ABD, I,
pp- 545-49 (548), I simply assume without argument that bo¥et is a scribal substitu-
tion for Baal. However, he overlooks the fact that I had already defended it and
raised objections to Tsevat’s view in my book, Molech, pp. 56-58.
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Tsevat in rejecting the understanding that boset in the above mentioned
contexts means ‘shame’ and connecting it rather with Akkadian basu.
Hamilton suggests that boSet be translated ‘protective spirit’; since,
however, the meaning of bastu is ‘dignity, pride, vigour’, such an
understanding seems forced.

The word bdset having become a term for Baal, its vowels were also
used by Hebrew scribes to distort the name of the goddess Astarte,
so that Ashtart became Ashtoreth. It also seems likely that the vowels
of the divine name, Molech (molek), are also a polemical distortion,
whether from maolek or melek.*!

c. The Abomination of Desolation ($iqqls $0mém) as a Word Play on
Baal-Shamem

In Dan. 9.27, 11.31 and 12.11 there occurs the expression ‘abomination
of desolation’ used in three slightly different Hebrew forms to denote a
hated cult object set up in the Jerusalem temple from 168—165 (or 167—
164) BCE by Antiochus I'V Epiphanes to the god Zeus Olympios. We
know from 1 Macc. 1.54, 59 that the cult object denoted by the term
‘abomination of desolation’ was not an image but an altar set up on the
altar of burnt offerings that was in the temple courtyard.*’ Dan. 12.11
has Jigqiis §6mém, while Dan. 11. 31 has the variant form, ka$§iqqiis
mesomém, and the Sigqiisim mé¥omém of Dan. 9.27 should, on the basis
of grammar, similarly be corrected to Jiggis me¥omém. A related
expression, happefa‘ $omém, ‘the transgression that makes desolate’,
appears in Dan. 8.13.

It was E. Nestle,* in 1884, who first recognized that Siqqis
(m°)¥omém is a word play on the name of the god Baal-Shamem (Ba ‘al
fameém), literally ‘lord of the heavens’. That Baal-Shamem was indeed
the Semitic equivalent of the god Zeus Olympios, to whom Antiochus
IV Epiphanes dedicated to the temple, is supported by the Peshitta

41. See J. Day, Molech, pp. 57-58.

42. The earliest sources speak only of an altar, not an image to Zeus Olympios
in the Jerusalem temple. The view of H.H. Rowley, ‘Menelaus and the Abomina-
tion of Desolation’, in F.F. Hvidberg (ed.), Studia Orientalia loanni Pedersen
septuagenario dicata (Copenhagen: E. Munksgaard, 1953), pp. 303-15, esp. pp. 309-
15, that there was both an altar and an image is now generally rejected. The first
explicit reference to an image is in Jerome’s Commentary on Dan. 11.31, in PL,
XXV, col. 569, and m. Ta‘an. 4.6.

43. E. Nestle, ‘Zu Daniel. 2. Der Greuel der Verwiistung’, ZAW 4 (1884), p. 248.
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version of 2 Macc. 6.2, which refers to the deity in question as b ‘I§myn
here. On this understanding, $igqis ‘abomination’ would have been
substituted for the name Baal, just as it is used to denote other detested
pagan gods in the Old Testament (cf. 1 Kgs 11.5, 7), and $§omeém, ‘deso-
lation’ (literally ‘desolating’) would have replaced §@mém, ‘heavens’.
Such a distortion of the name of Baal-Shamem is in keeping with other
deliberate malformations of divine names, such as Baal-zebub for Baal-
zebul, noted earlier. Nestle’s widely accepted understanding of the
expression ‘abomination of desolation’ has been disputed by O. Keel.*
He claims that there is no real evidence that Zeus Olympios was
equated with Baal-Shamem, and sees him as rather an interpretatio
Graeca of Yahweh, maintaining that the expression ‘abomination of
desolation’ simply refers to the abominable swine offered on the altar,
not the altar itself. However, 1 Macc. 1.54, 59 clearly indicates that the
term refers to the altar, as noted above; moreover, we have abundant
evidence elsewhere that Antiochus IV was particularly dedicated to the
god Zeus Olympios, and for a Hellenized Syrian, as opposed to one
who was simply a Greek, this must have constituted some form of the
Syrian god Baal, for Baal and Zeus were commonly equated in the
ancient world. Since, moreover, Mt Olympus was frequently equated
with heaven,” it would be natural for Zeus Olympios to be equated
with Baal-Shamem (‘Baal of the heavens’). It is therefore entirely
plausible that $igqiis §6mém and the like are a play on his name.

E. Bickerman(n)* has claimed that the cult of Zeus Olympios/Baal-
Shamem was merely an extreme form of syncretistic Yahwism, and that
Yahweh was actually equated with Zeus Olympios/Baal-Shamem by
the Hellenizing Jewish party under Menelaus. Bickerman(n)’s view has
subsequently been accepted by M. Hengel.*” It is more likely, however,

44. O. Keel, ‘Die kultischen Massnahmen Antiochus’ IV. in Jerusalem: Reli-
gionsverfolgung und/oder Reformversuch? Eine Skizze’, in J. Krafovec (ed.), The
Interpretation of the Bible: The International Symposium in Slovenia (JSOTSup,
289; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), pp. 217-42.

45. Cf. R. Mackrodt, ‘Olympos’, in W. Roscher (ed.), Ausfiihrliches Lexikon
der griechischen und rémischen Mythologie, 111 (6 vols.; Leipzig: B.G. Teubner,
1897-1909), cols. 847-58 (851-57).

46. E. Bickerman(n), Der Gott der Makkabder (Berlin: Schocken Verlag and
Judischer Buchverlag, 1937), pp. 90-116; ET The God of the Maccabees (trans.
H.R. Moehring; SJLA, 32; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1979), pp. 61-75.

47. M. Hengel, Judentum und Hellenismus (WUNT, 10; 2 vols.; Tiibingen:
J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 2nd edn, 1973), II, pp. 515-54; ET Judaism and
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that Antiochus’ cult should rather be envisaged as pure paganism. This
is the viewpoint found in both the earliest Jewish and gentile sources. 2
Macc. 6.7 (cf. 14.33) speaks also of the worship of Dionysus being
enforced on the Jews, which suggests that this is not simply a form of
monotheism.*® Although Antiochus did see himself as a god (theos
epiphanes), the idea that he equated himself with Zeus Olympios is
now universally rejected. Antiochus’ god, Zeus Olympios (Baal-
Shamem), is also referred to as ‘the god of fortresses’ (Dan. 11. 38),%
suggesting that he was the god worshipped by the Syrian occupying
forces in the fortress known as Acra on Jerusalem’s south-eastern hill.

Dagon

Another Canaanite deity who appears in the Old Testament and about
whom something needs to be said is Dagon. There is no totally satis-
factory place to deal with him but here seems best, as he is sometimes
described as the father of Baal in the Ugaritic texts and, as we shall see,
he seems to have had something of the nature of a weather and fertility
god, like Baal.

As a specifically Canaanite god Dagon appears in the Old Testament
only in two place names in Palestine known as Beth-Dagon, one in
Judah (Josh. 15.41) and the other in Asher (Josh. 19.27), both names
testifying to the presence of temples to this god there.’® Otherwise,
Dagon occurs in the Old Testament only as a god worshipped by the
Philistines. Although the Philistines were a non-Semitic people, they
were quick to adopt the Canaanite deities, as the Israelites were, and
elsewhere we also learn of their worship of Baal-zebul (or Baal-zebub,
2 Kgs 1.2, 3, 6, 16), Astarte (1 Sam. 31.10) and possibly Asherah (in
texts from Ekron/Tel Miqne). The impression is given, however, that
Dagon was the chief god of the Philistines. We read of sacrifice being
made to Dagon at Gaza in the Samson story (Judg. 16.23), implying a

Hellenism (trans. J.S. Bowden; 2 vols.; London: SCM Press, 1974), 1, pp. 283-303.

48. So F.G.B. Millar, ‘The Background to the Maccabean Revolution: Reflec-
tions on Martin Hengel’s Judaism and Hellenism’, JIS 29 (1978), pp. 1-21.

49. See J.G. Bunge, ‘Der “Gott der Festungen” und der “Liebling der Frauen™’,
JSJ 4 (1973), pp. 169-82.

50. The Beth-Dagon in Judah has sometimes been equated with Beit Dajan, 9
km. south-east of Jaffa, but the latter seems to be far too much to the north-west.
The precise location of the Beth-Dagon in Asher is also unknown.



86 Yahweh and the Gods and Goddesses of Canaan

temple there. More particularly we hear of a temple of Dagon at the
Philistine city of Ashdod: the image of Dagon fell down there before
the Ark of the Covenant after the Philistines had taken it there (1 Sam.
5.1-7), a story which illustrates the superiority of Yahweh to Dagon.’!
Interestingly we know that there was still a temple of Dagon at Ashdod
(Azotus) in the middle of the second century BCE, when it was burnt
down by Jonathan Maccabaeus (1 Macc. 10.83-84, 11.4). We also hear
of a temple of Dagon to which the Philistines are alleged to have
fastened Saul’s head, presumably at Beth-Shan (1 Chron. 10.10), but
this can hardly be an early tradition (cf. 1 Sam. 31.10).

There have been three main views as to the meaning of the name
Dagon. The first connects it with the word dag ‘fish’ and supposes that
Dagon was some kind of fish god. This idea is already presupposed in
Jerome, who analyses the name Dagon as ‘piscis tristitiae’, and the
concept of Dagon as a fish god is attested in the mediaeval Jewish com-
mentators Rashi and Kimchi, but is now widely rejected as lacking
evidence of any antiquity.>® In 1 Sam. 5.1-7 we read the story of how,
when the Philistines had captured the Ark at the battle of Ebenezer/
Aphek, the image of Dagon twice fell down before the Ark, and on the
second occasion ‘behold, Dagon had fallen downward on the ground
before the Ark of the Lord, and the head of Dagon and both his hands
were lying cut off upon the threshold, and only Dagon was left upon
him’ (1 Sam. 5.4). The words ‘only Dagon was left upon him’ (rag
ddgon ni§’ar ‘alayw) do not make sense. In the nineteenth century,
when the fish god view of Dagon still had some credence, J. Well-
hausen®® suggested that the text originally read dagé ‘his fishy part’, not
dagon, so that we would then read, ‘only his fishy part was left on him’.
However, for all its ingenuity, this view has been widely rejected, since

51. This is especially emphasized by P.D. Miller and J.J.M. Roberts, The Hand
of the Lord: A Reassessment of the ‘Ark Narrative’ of 1 Samuel (Baltimore: The
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1977). Cf. M. Delcor, ‘Jahwe et Dagon ou le Jah-
wisme face a la religion des Philistins, d’aprés 1 Sam. V’, VT 14 (1964), pp. 136-
54; reprinted in M. Delcor, Etudes bibliques et orientales de religions comparées
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1979), pp. 30-48.

52. K. Holter, ‘Was Philistine Dagon a Fish-God? Some New Questions and
Old Answers’, SJOT 1 (1989), pp. 142-47, still wants to keep open the possibility
that Philistine Dagon might have been regarded as a fish god, but there is no evi-
dence for this.

53. J. Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1871), p. 59.
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there is no convincing evidence of sufficient antiquity to suggest that
Dagon was of fishy form. From the context and because of its graphical
resemblance to dagdn, it has been generally conjectured that the
Hebrew text originally read either géwd ‘his back’ [i.e. trunk], or géw
dagoén ‘the back [i.e. trunk] of Dagon’.34

A second explanation of the meaning of the name Dagon supposes
that it means ‘corn’ or ‘grain’. Unlike the fish explanation, this view
can at least claim some ancient support, including some from the
Canaanite world. Thus, Philo of Byblos, c. 100 CE, refers to ‘Dagon,
who is Grain’ (Aaydv 6g €0t Zitwv), and states that ‘Dagon, since he
discovered grain and plough, was called Zeus Ploughman’ (Eusebius,
Praeparatio Evangelica 1.10.16, 1.10.25). Again, Dagon is represented
at Palmyra alongside stalks of grain.>® This coheres with the Hebrew
word ddgdan—a word reflecting the original pronunciation of the divine
name as Dagan—which means ‘grain, corn’, suggesting that the Israel-
ites may well have associated the name of the god with this meaning.
The Philistine plain where Dagon was especially worshipped in Pales-
tine was a particularly corn-rich area.’® That the people at Ugarit much
earlier also associated Dagon with the corn is supported by the fact that
there is one occasion in the Ugaritic Keret epic where the word dgn
clearly means ‘corn’ rather than being the name of the god: ‘The
ploughmen did lift up their heads, they that prepared the corn®’ [did lift
up their heads] on high’ (n3’u. r’i8. hrtm lzr. ‘bd. dgn, KTU*1.16.111.13-
14).

Although there is thus evidence that the name Dagon was understood
already in ancient Canaanite times to mean ‘grain’ or ‘corn’, suggesting
that Dagon had the nature of a fertility god, it is quite likely that this

54. An alternative conjecture, followed by F.M. Cross and P. Skehan in the
NAB, is to read giz‘6 ‘his trunk’. Cf. LXX 1} payig Aayov ‘the spine of Dagon’ and
Targum gwpyh ‘his body’. Wellhausen (Der Text der Biicher Samuelis, p. 59)
thought that LXX’s pdyig simply reflected MT’s raq ‘only’, but this is unlikely as it
is already translated by LXX as mAnv ‘only’ just prior to this.

55. So H.W. Attridge and R.A. Oden, Philo of Bybos: The Phoenician History
(CBQMS, 9; Washington DC: Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1981), p.
87.

56. The northern part of this area is referred to in the Phoenician Eshmunazar
inscription, which alludes to ‘Dor and Joppa, the rich corn lands (or lands of Dagon,
’rst dgn) which are in the plain of Sharon’ (KA 14.19).

57. Cf. Isa. 19.9 for a comparable expression, ‘0b°dé pistim ‘the workers in

s

flax’.
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was not the original meaning of the name, and that the meaning ‘grain’
or ‘corn’ was derivative from the name of the god rather than vice
versa, just as the word ‘cereal’ derives from the name of the Roman
god Ceres, or, to revert to the Canaanite world, ‘the young of your
flock’ (‘a¥trot so’neka), literally ‘the Astartes of your sheep’, is an
expression derived from the name of the fertility goddess Astarte. What
supports this understanding is the fact that the earliest sources do not
particularly connect Dagon with the grain, though they do suggest that
Dagon was a storm god,>® and of course a storm god is implicitly a fer-
tility god, whence the corn would derive. There is considerable evi-
dence in Mesopotamian sources that Dagon, or Dagan as he originally
was, was equated with Enlil (cf. CT 24, 6.22 = 22.120), who was both a
high god and one associated with the storm. Further, Dagan at Mari has
the goddess Sala§ as a wife, a name which closely resembles that of
Sala, wife of the Assyrian storm god Adad (= Hadad). On this under-
standing, the name Dagon is plausibly connected with the verbs dagana,
dagga and dagd ‘to be cloudy, rainy’, a view originally suggested by
Albright and quite widely followed since.” However, although plaus-
ible, complete certainty is not possible, as this root is not attested in any
other Semitic language apart from vocabulary-rich Arabic.

It has been further claimed, especially by J.J.M. Roberts,®° that
Dagon was also an underworld god, but the evidence for this is not
particularly compelling.®! The earliest firmly dated mention of Dagon,
or Dagan as he was originally called, is on an inscription of Sargon of
Akkad, about 2350 BCE,*? who recounts his worship of Dagan at Tutul,
a god who gave to Sargon Mari, Iarmuti and Ebla as far as the Cedar
Forest and the Silver Mountain. This indicates that the Upper Euphrates

58. Cf. H. Schmokel, ‘Dagan’, RLA, II, pp. 99-101 (100); F.J. Montalbano,
‘Canaanite Dagon: Origin, Nature’, CBQ 13 (1951), pp. 381-97 (396); J.J.M.
Roberts, The Earliest Semitic Pantheon: A Study of the Semitic Deities Attested in
Mesopotamia before Ur III (Baltimore: The John Hopkins University Press, 1972),
pp- 18-19.

59. Cf. W.F. Albright, ‘Gilgames and Erigidu: Mesopotamian Genii of Fecun-
dity’, JAOS 40 (1920), pp. 306-35 (319 n. 27); Montalbano, ‘Canaanite Dagon’,
p. 344; Roberts, The Earliest Semitic Pantheon, pp. 18-19; N. Wyatt, ‘The Rela-
tionship of the Deities Dagan and Hadad’, UF 12 (1980), pp. 375-79 (377).

60. Roberts, The Earliest Semitic Pantheon, p. 19.

61. Cf. J.F. Healey, ‘The Underworld Character of the God Dagan’, JNSL 5
(1977), pp. 43-51.

62. Cf. ANET, p. 268.
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and parts of Syria were particularly Dagon’s territory, and this is further
confirmed by such texts as those from Ebla and Mari, where Dagon
appears as the chief deity.

However, in spite of the early prominence of the god Dagon or
Dagan in the Upper Euphrates and in Syria, at Ugarit he underwent
such a severe decline that he became virtually redundant. Although
Baal is repeatedly called bn dgn ‘son of Dagon’ (cf. KTU? 1.2.1.18-19;
1.5.V1.23-24), Dagon plays no role in the Ugaritic mythological texts,
and is mentioned otherwise only in offering lists (KTU? 1.46.3; 1.48.5),
the pantheon list (KTU? 1.47.4), in another list (KTU? 1.123.4), in dedi-
catory stelae (KTU? 6.13.2; 6.14.2, whence the assumption that the
temple by them was Dagon’s, though it could plausibly be El’s), and in
references to him in connection with a dwelling place at Tutul (KTU?
1.24.14; 1.100.15). Most likely Dagon’s decline at Ugarit is accounted
for because his role as storm and fertility god was usurped by Baal, and
his position as supreme deity was assumed by El.

A further problem is posed by the fact that in addition to being
referred to as the son of Dagon, as noted above, Baal is also represented
in the Ugaritic texts as having El as his father (KTU? 1.3.V.35;
1.4.1V.47). One theory put forward to explain this by J. Fontenrose® is
certainly to be rejected, namely the idea that Dagon and El are the same
deity. If this were the case, it becomes impossible to explain why the
names of Dagon and El never occur together in poetic parallelism in the
manner of other deities who have various names and titles. Further-
more, Dagon and El appear to be clearly distinguished from one
another in offering lists, which makes Fontenrose’s supposition that
these are different names for the same deity implausible. A further
attempt to explain Baal’s apparent dual paternity has been proposed by
N. Wyatt,* who claims that bn dgn with regard to Baal is not to be
taken literally of his parentage, but rather like Hebrew expressions such
as ben hayil, literally ‘son of valour’, that is, ‘strong/brave man’, he
believes it means ‘son of rain’, that is, ‘Rainy One’. However, there are
various reason why this seems unlikely. First, although ‘to be cloudy/
rainy’ may well be the ultimate etymological meaning of the name
Dagon, there is no other evidence for dgn ‘rain’ in Ugaritic; apart from
the divine name it means ‘grain’, as noted above. Secondly, a literal

63. J. Fontenrose, ‘Dagon and El’, Oriens 10 (1957), pp. 277-79.
64. Wyatt, ‘Relationship’, pp. 375-79. Wyatt curiously thinks that Dagon and
Baal are hypostases of the same deity.
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meaning of bn ‘son’ is the normal usage of the word, and Wyatt cites
no other instances of its metaphorical usage in Ugaritic, as opposed to
Hebrew. Thirdly, as Wyatt notes, Baal is also referred to as htk dgn
(KTU? 1.10.111.34), generally rendered ‘scion of Dagon’, which can
claim support from the fact that a related form Atk means ‘parent’,
being found parallel with ’ab ‘father’ (cf. KTU? 1.6.1V.34-35). When
taken alongside the examples of bn dgn in Ugaritic it seems forced for
Wyatt to have to explain Atk dgn as meaning rather ‘Lord/Ruler of rain’
or possibly ‘Lord/Ruler of grain’.% It therefore appears that Baal is
represented as the son of Dagon as well as being a son of El. This might
be viewed as the result of divergent mythological traditions. However,
the fact that both notions are found in the same cycle of Baal myths
makes this unlikely. The most plausible view is that Baal was literally
regarded as the son of Dagon, but that he was also understood as the
son of El in the sense that all the Ugaritic gods were, that is, they were
his descendants, members of the pantheon which had its origin in EL.%
One may compare the New Testament’s references to Jesus Christ as
‘son of David’.

65. A further unlikely identification of Dagon is that of F. Lgkkegaard, ‘Some
Comments on the Sanchuniathon Tradtition’, ST 8 (1954), pp. 68-73, who believes
that Dagon is to be equated with Mot. But there is no evidence for this, and the
names of Mot and Dagon do not appear together in poetic parallelism. In any case,
since Baal was the son of Dagon and Mot was Baal’s arch-enemy, it hardly seems
likely that Mot is the same deity as Dagon.

66. Perhaps he was son of Dagon and grandson of El (a private communication
from D. Pardee).



Chapter 4

YAHWEH’S APPROPRIATION OF BAAL IMAGERY

In the Ugaritic Baal cycle (KTU? 1.1-6) there are three main sections.
The first is concerned with the conflict between Baal and Yam, the god
of the sea, in which Baal is victorious and exalted as king. The second,
following on from this, results in the building of a house (palace/
temple) for Baal on Mt Zaphon. The third and final section concerns
Baal’s conflict with the god of the underworld, Mot, in which Baal is
first swallowed up by Mot, which results in the cessation of rain, and
this is followed by Baal’s resurrection, which presages the return of the
rain and guarantees fertility. Each of these three main sections has left
echoes in the pages of the Old Testament. These I will consider in turn
below. But first I shall consider ways in which the Old Testament has
appropriated storm theophany language from Baal.

Yahweh’s Appropriation of Baalistic Storm Theophany Language®

In Ps. 104.3 Yahweh rides a cloud chariot. This imagery ultimately
derives from Baal, whose stock epithet, rkb ‘rpt (e.g. KTU? 1.2.IV.8,
29), may be accepted with the majority of scholars to mean ‘rider of the
clouds’. Ullendorff, followed by Brock,! however, comparing the

*  With some additional material and stylistic alterations, this section and the
following section on Ps. 29 (pp. 91-98) are taken from my book, God’s Conflict
with the Dragon and the Sea, pp. 30-33, 57-60 and are reprinted here by kind per-
mission of Cambridge University Press.

1. E. Ullendorff, ‘Ugaritic Studies within their Semitic and Eastern Mediter-
ranean Setting’, BJRL 46 (1963-1964), pp. 236-49 (243-44); S.P. Brock, ‘Neoein-
vepéta = rkb ‘rpt’, VT 18 (1968), pp. 395-97. For a study of both these expressions,
‘rider of the clouds’ and ‘gatherer of the clouds’, see M. Weinfeld, ‘“Rider of the
Clouds” and “Gatherer of the Clouds”’, JANESCU 5 (Festschrift T.H. Gaster, 1973),
pp. 421-26. Weinfeld shows that both concepts are found in Greek mythology and
Near Eastern mythology, in which latter, he claims, they both had their origin.
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epithet of Zeus, vedeAnyep€ng, or vepeinyepéta, holds that Baal’s
epithet should rather be translated ‘gatherer of the clouds’, but against
this the following points may be made. First, as de Moor has pointed
out,? the name Be--li-ra-kab-bi ‘Baal of the chariot’, is known from
Sam’al, and the Egyptian King Rameses III compared himself with
Baal when he drove out in his chariot. Secondly, the rare occasions
when rkb is found in Ugaritic apart from the expression rkb ‘rpt show
that ‘ride’ or ‘mount’ is the meaning, not ‘gather’. Thus, in KTU?
1.14.1V.2-4 there appears, w'ly Izr. mgdl. rkb tkmm. hmt. ‘he went up to
the top of the tower, mounted the shoulder of the wall’, and there are
almost identical words in KTU?1.14.11.21-22. Thirdly, it is significant
that in various Old Testament texts, including the one currently under
consideration, the verb rkb ‘to ride’, or related nouns meaning ‘chariot’,
are associated with the clouds, whether explicitly or implicitly (Deut.
33.26; Ps. 18.11 [ET 10] = 2 Sam. 22.11 [emended], 68.34 [ET 33]
104.3; Isa. 19.11, 66.16). Since the Israelites were far more intimately
related to the Canaanites than the Greeks, the Old Testament parallels
involving rkb are far more relevant in elucidating the meaning of
Ugaritic rkb ‘rpt than an epithet of the Greek god Zeus. (Interestingly,
where Canaanite and other Near Eastern traditions are appropriated to
Zeus, in conflict with the dragon Typhon, he is represented as mounting
a winged horse.)

However, I do not think that the Ugaritic kb ‘rpt ‘rider of the clouds’
has its exact equivalent in the expression rokéb ba‘“rabét, used of
Yahweh in Ps. 68.5 (ET 4), contrary to what is now a widely held
opinion.? It is a sound principle that if a Hebrew word makes good

2. J.C. de Moor, The Seasonal Pattern in the Ugaritic Myth of Ba‘lu (AOAT,
16; Neukirchen—Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1971), p. 98.

3. Earliest of all in perceiving a reference to the clouds in this expression, even
before the discovery of the Ugaritic texts, was apparently Bishop J.W. Colenso, The
Pentateuch and Book of Joshua Critically Examined (7 parts; London: Longmans,
Green & Co., 1879), VI, appendix 150, pp. 114-15, who compared Ps. 68.34 (ET
33) and wondered whether ba*“rabét should be emended to bd‘abét. Similarly, S.
Mowinckel, Det Gamle Testamentes Salmebok. Fprste del: Salmene i oversettelse
(Kristiania: H. Aschehoug, 1923), p. 94, rendered ‘clouds’, ‘vielleicht in Anlehnung
an Gritz’s Vorschlag ‘“abot’ (S. Mowinckel, Der achtundsechzigste Psalm
[Avhandlinger utg. av det Norske videnskaps-akademii Oslo. II. Historisk-filosofisk
Klasse, 1953, 1; Oslo: J. Dybwad, 1953], p. 27 n. 1). Since the discovery of the
Ugaritic texts it has become very common to equate rokeb ba‘““rabét with rkb ‘rpt.
Some even emend the Hebrew text to rokeb (ba) ‘“rapét in order to bring it even
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sense in its normally attested meaning, it should be accepted, rather
than creating an unnecessary hapax legomenon. Therefore, since ‘*rabd
in Hebrew means ‘desert’, it would seem wiser to translate rgkéb
ba‘*rabét as ‘rider through the deserts’, rather than ‘rider of the clouds’.
Moreover, as A.R. Johnson rightly points out,* this rendering makes
excellent sense in the context, which clearly reflects the Hebrew
traditions of the Wandering and the Settlement. Thus, for example, vv.
8-9 (ET 7-8), like Judg. 5.4-5, recall Yahweh’s marching through the
wilderness from Sinai, and v. 7 (ET 6) refers to ‘the wilderness’
(s¢hihd). The full phrase in Ps. 68.5 (ET 4) is solli larokeb ba‘?rabot,
the verb sl that is used here being found elsewhere in the Old Testa-
ment with the meaning ‘to cast up a way (or highway)’, and never with
the meaning ‘lift up a song’, which is sometimes understood here. Now,
in Isa. 40.3 there appears ba*“rabd m¢silld ‘a highway in the desert’.
The fact that here, ‘“rabd, ‘desert’, is used in connection with a noun
from the root s/ adds support to the view that rokéb ba‘®abét should be
rendered ‘rider through the deserts’.> Deutero-Isaiah may have been
dependent on this very psalm for the expression; if so, this would be in
keeping with his dependence on other psalms concerned with Yahweh’s
kingship, which is generally conceded. Nevertheless, in spite of all that
has been said, it is still likely that Yahweh is here conceived as riding
on a cloud (cf. Ps. 68.34 [ET 33]), though it perceives him as riding on a
cloud through the deserts. It is also possible, perhaps even probable,
that the expression rokéb ba‘?rabdt is a deliberate distortion of the
epithet rkb ‘rpt.%

Returning to Ps. 104.3, we read that Yahweh ‘rides on the wings of

closer to the Ugaritic, such as H.L. Ginsberg, ‘The Ugaritic Texts and Textual
Criticism’, JBL 62 (1943), pp. 109-15 (112-13), and W.F. Albright, ‘A Catalogue of
Early Hebrew Lyric Poems (Psalm LXVIIIy’, HUCA 23 (1950-51), pp. 1-39 (12,
18). Others, such as G.R. Driver, Canaanite Myths and Legends (Edinburgh: T. &
T. Clark, 1956), p. 128, noting the interchange of Ugaritic p and Hebrew &, main-
tain that no emendation is necessary. The emendation of ‘?r@bdt to ““rapot was
made even before the discovery of the Ugaritic texts by F.X. Wutz, Die Psalmen,
textkritisch untersucht (Munich: Késel & Pustet, 1925), p. 171, referring to Akka-
dian eriptu, urpatu, ‘clouds’, with the secondary form, irbitu.

4. A.R. Johnson, Sacral Kingship in Ancient Israel (Cardiff: University of
Wales Press, 2nd edn, 1967), p. 78 n. 6.

5. This point has also been made by Ohler, Mythologische Elemente, p. 63.

6. This is noted as a possiblity by J.C. de Moor, ‘Cloud’, IDBSup, pp. 168-69
(169), but the same idea occurred to me independently.
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the wind’, which implies that his cloud chariot is drawn by winged
horses symbolizing the wind. This concept is found in the context of the
Chaoskampf, not only in the almost identical phrase in Ps. 18.11 (ET
10) alluded to above, but also in Hab. 3.8, which reads: ‘“Was your
wrath against the rivers, O Lord? Was your anger against the rivers, or
your indignation against the sea, when you rode your horses, upon your
chariot of victory?’ (Admittedly, no wings are mentioned here.) Very
striking also is the fact that Zeus is represented as mounting a winged
horse in his conflict with the dragon Typhon (Apollodorus, The Library
1.6.3), a conflict that certainly reflects Baal’s struggle with the dragon,
since part of it takes place at Mt Casius, that is, Mt Zaphon, the
mountain where Baal was in conflict with the dragon (Apollodorus, The
Library 1.6.3; cf. KTU? 1.3.111.37-1.3.1V.1). It may therefore be
plausibly argued that this motif is ultimately derived from Baal
mythology.” The very fact that Baal had a cloud chariot implies that it
was drawn by horses, and I have elsewhere argued that the Ugaritic
texts may actually allude to them (in the word mdl)® Thus, KTU?

7. That Mt Casius (Zaphon) was the location of the struggle between Zeus and
Typhon is also supported by the evidence of Strabo (16.2.7), who reports the local
tradition thtat the struggle between Zeus and Typhon took place near the river
Orontes—a river, it should be noted, that flows into the Mediterranean just a little
north of Mt Casius—and that this was carved out by Typhon, who disappeared in
the earth at its source, whence the Orontes was originally called Typhon. Also, it
may be noted that Herodotus (3.5) reports that Typhon was buried by the Sirbonian
Sea, which in its turn was adjacent to the Egyptian Mt Casius (Baal-Zaphon).
Although the location of the struggle between Zeus and Typhon at Mt Casius
clearly goes back ultimately to the Canaanite myth of Baal and the dragon, it seems
that this motif was mediated not directly from Canaan, but through the Hurrian—
Hittite myth of Ullikummi, as this is now generally held to be behind the Typhon
myth. Cf. H.G. Giiterbock, Kumarbi (Ziirich and New York: Europaverlag, 1946),
pp- 100-15, and in S.N. Kramer (ed.), Mythologies of the Ancient World (Garden
City, NY: Doubleday, 1961), p. 172. In the Ullikummi myth it is at Mt Hazzi (i.e.
Casius) that the monster Ullikummi is seen rising out of the sea. For the text of
Ullikummi, see H.G. Giiterbock, ‘The Song of Ullikummi: Revised Text of the
Hittite Version of a Hurrian Myth’, JCS 5 (1951), pp. 135-61, and JCS 6 (1952), pp.
8-42. There is also a translation by A. Goetze in ANET, pp. 121-25.

8. J. Day, ‘Echoes of Baal’s Seven Thunders and Lightnings in Psalm xxix and
Habakkkuk iii 9 and the Identity of the Seraphim in Isaiah vi’, VT 29 (1979),
pp- 143-51 (147 n.18). The meaning of mdl is, however, disputed. J.C. de Moor, ‘Der
mdl Baals im Ugaritischen’, ZAW 78 (1966), pp. 69-71, suggests the translation
‘thunderbolt’, comparing Akkadian mudulu, ‘pole’, but the fact that the Hebrew and
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1.5.V.6b-11 states that the god Mot commanded Baal to descend into
the underworld with his meteorological phenomena: w’at. gh ‘rptk. rhk.
mdlk mtrk. ‘mk. §b‘t glmk. tmn. hnzrk ‘mk. pdry. bt. ’ar ‘mk. {t}tly. bt.
rb., ‘And you take your clouds, your wind, your chariot team, your rain,
take with you your seven servitors and your eight boars, take Pidriya
daughter of dew with you, and Taliya daughter of showers with you.’

The Seven Thunders of Psalm 29 as an Appropriation from Baal

Psalm 29

1 Give to the Lord, O gods,’
Give to the Lord glory and strength.
Give to the Lord the glory of his name,
worship the Lord in the beauty of holiness.
The voice of the Lord is upon the waters,
the God of glory thunders,
the Lord, upon many waters.
The voice of the Lord is powerful,
the voice of the Lord is majestic.
The voice of the Lord breaks the cedars,
the Lord breaks the cedars of Lebanon.
6 He makes Lebanon skip like a calf,
and Sirion like a young wild ox.
7 The voice of the Lord flashes forth flames of fire.
8 The voice of the Lord shakes the wilderness,
the Lord shakes the wilderness of Kadesh.

Aramaic cognates have ¢ rather than d renders this improbable. Driver, Canaanite
Myths and Legends, p. 161, holds the word to mean ‘bucket’ (cf. Hebrew, d°lf,
Akkadian, madig). The translation ‘chariot team’ is admittedly uncertain, but rests
on a comparison with the Ugaritic verb mdl, meaning ‘to harness’ (cf. KTU*
1.4IV.9 and 1.19.11.3. 8). Baal’s mdl would then be ‘that which is harnessed’, that
is, his ‘chariot team’, drawing the clouds (cf. Hab. 3.8). Cf. Aistleitner’s translation,
‘Gespann’, Worterbuch, no. 744a. Note that Hebrew and Ugaritic smd are similarly
employed, both as a verb meaning ‘to harness’ and as a noun denoting the animals
thus yoked together. One may compare the fact that in a hymn to Ishkur, Ishkur,
who ‘rides the storm’ like Baal, is commissioned by Enlil: ‘Let the seven winds be
harnessed before you like a team, harness the winds before you’ (ANET, p. 578).
According to J.C. Greenfield, ‘Ugaritic md! and its Cognates’, Bib 45 (1964), pp.
527-34, the verbal form madl is to be understood as a metathesis of the Imd, ‘to bind,
tie’, which is attested in Mishnaic Hebrew and Syriac.

9. Literally, ‘sons of gods’ (bné ’¢lim). Compare the expression ‘sons of the
prophets’.
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9 The voice of the Lord makes the oaks whirl,
and strips the forests bare, '
and in his temple all say, ‘Glory!’

10 The Lord sits enthroned over the flood,
the Lord sits enthroned as king for ever.

11" May the Lord give strength to his people,
may the Lord bless his people with peace.

This is a psalm connected with the theme of Yahweh’s kingship (cf.
v. 10) and surely had its Sitz im Leben at the Feast of Tabernacles, a
fact still attested by the superscription to the psalm in the LXX.
Yahweh’s lordship over the cosmic waters is alluded to in v. 3, and it is
most natural to suppose that this is also being referred to in v. 10, rather
than an allusion to Noah’s flood.™

Yahweh’s kingship in this psalm is manifested in the thunder, just
like that of Baal, and the thunder is represented as his voice, as was also
the case with Baal (cf. KTU?1.4.VI1.29-31). Yahweh’s lordship over
the cosmic waters (vv. 3, 10) and exaltation over the other gods of the
divine assembly (v. 1) is also ultimately derived from Baal mythology.
In addition, I have pointed out'? a further striking parallel with Baal
mythology that was previously unnoted. This is the sevenfold manifes-
tation of the deity in the thunder, the g4l yahweh (vv. 3a, 4a, 4b, 5,7, 8,
9). In KTU? 1.101.3b-4 (Ugaritica, V, 3.3b-4), it is said of Baal:

®5bt. brgm. [[.1]] Seven lightnings. ..
*tmnt. Cisrr't. ‘s, brq. y[ ] Eight storehouses of thunder. The shaft of lightning. ..

Now, the numerical sequence 7/8 is capable of meaning simply seven
in Ugaritic, the second number having the nature of what has been called

10. Reading ’él6t ‘oaks’ for MT ’ayyalét ‘hinds’, since this provides a more
appropriate parallel to the following line’s reference to forests (y¢‘arét). Moreover,
if the MT were to be retained and we read ‘The voice of the Lord makes the hinds to
calve’, this would be unique in the Old Testament theophany depictions. On the
other hand, references to Yahweh’s theophanic manifestations against oaks, along-
side cedars of Lebanon (cf. Ps. 29.5-6) are well attested (cf. Isa. 2.13; Zech. 11.1-2).
This also makes one sceptical of G.R. Driver’s proposal (‘Studies in the Vocabulary
of the Old Testament, II’, JTS 32 [1930-31], pp. 250-57 (255-56) to read the sec-
ond half of the verse as ‘and he causes the premature birth of kids’, reading
wayyahsép for MT, wayyeh®sop.

11. Contra A. Weiser, Die Psalmen (ATD, 14/15; Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 5th edn, 1959), p. 178; ET The Psalms (OTL; London: SCM Press, 1962),
p. 265.

12. J. Day, ‘Echoes’, pp. 143-45.
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‘automatic parallelism’'® (cf. KTU? 1.6.V.8-9 and KTU? 1.19.1.42-44).
It therefore seems that this is a reference to Baal’s seven thunders as
well as lightnings (cf. Hab. 3.9), the parallel to Psalm 29 being even
closer when it is noted that in KTU? 1.101.1-3a, immediately before the
reference to Baal’s seven thunders and lightnings, we read of Baal’s
enthronement like the flood: b*l. ytb. ktbt. gr. hd. r[ ] kmdb. btk. grh. il
spn. bltk] gr. I'iyt, ‘Baal sits enthroned, like the sitting of a mountain,
Hadad [ ] like the flood, in the midst of his mountain, the god of
Zaphon in the [midst of} the mountain of victory’, just as Ps. 29.10
states, “The Lord sits enthroned over the flood, the Lord sits enthroned
as king for ever’. The fact that the seven thunders of Psalm 29 go back
to Baal mythology means that they are an integral part of the original
psalm, a fact that serves to rebut the article of S. Mittmann, ¥ who holds
that the original psalm consisted of only vv. 1bc (ET 1), 2, 3,4, 5, 8,
9bc and 10, which leaves him with only a fivefold ¢é! yahweh in the
thunder. O. Loretz!’ sees only six thunders as original here, v. 7 being
understood as secondary, but this is highly speculative.

There can thus be no doubt that Psalm 29 stands remarkably close to
the circle of mythological ideas surrounding Baal as they are attested in
the Ugaritic texts. A number of scholars, in particular H.L. Ginsberg,
T.H. Gaster, F.M. Cross and A. Fitzgerald,'® go so far as to maintain
that Psalm 29 is a Canaanite psalm taken over wholesale, with the
simple substitution of the name of Yahweh instead of Baal for the deity
concerned (Ginsberg and Cross also maintaining that v. 11 is a Yah-
wistic addition). This is possible, but cannot claim to be proven. Verse
8 refers to Yahweh’s shaking the wilderness of Kadesh in connection
with his theophany. If this alludes to Yahweh’s theophany at Sinai (cf.
Deut. 33.2, which seems to refer to Meribath-Kadesh, cf. LXX; Exod.
19.16-19; Judg. 5.4-5; Ps. 68.8-9 [ET 7-8] etc.), widely attested else-

13. Cf. M. Haran, ‘The Graded Numerical Sequence and the Phenomenon of
“Automatism” in Biblical Poetry’, Congress Volume, Uppsala 1971 (VTSup, 22;
Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1972), pp. 238-67.

14. S. Mittmann, ‘Komposition und Redaktion von Psalm XXIX’, VT 28
(1978), pp. 172-94.

15. O. Loretz, Psalm 29: Kanaandische El- und Baaltraditionen in jiidischer
Sicht (UBL, 2; Altenberge: CIS-Verlag, 1984), pp. 42-46, 114-16.

16. H.L.Ginsberg, Kit°bé 'figarit (Jerusalem: Bialik Foundation, 1936), pp. 129-
31; T.H. Gaster, ‘Psalm 29°, JOR 37 (1946-47), pp. 55-65; F.M. Cross, ‘Notes on a
Canaanite Psalm in the Old Testament’, BASOR 117 (1950), pp. 19-21; A.
Fitzgerald, ‘A Note on Psalm 29°, BASOR 215 (1974), pp. 61-63.
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where in the Old Testament, this would appear to militate against the
view that Psalm 29 is nothing more than a Canaanite psalm with the
simple substitution of Yahweh for Baal. It is probably safer to suppose
that Psalm 29 is an Israelite composition largely modelled on the lan-
guage used by the Canaanites about Baal, rather than to suppose that it
is a Baal psalm pure simple with the substitution of the name Yahweh
for Baal. O. Loretz’s view'” that Psalm 29 combines three originally
separate compositions, vv. 1-2 and 9c based on El traditions and vv. 3-
9b and 10-11 based on two separate Baal traditions, seems overly
speculative. The mere fact that Ps. 29.1 refers to the ‘sons of gods’,
reminiscent of the Ugaritic sons of El, does not prove that this section is
indebted to El rather than Baal traditions. One may compare KTU?
1.4.V1.44-59, where Baal entertains the sons of El in his palace, the
symbol of his victory.

Yahweh’s Conflict with the Dragon and the Sea:
The Appropriation of a Baal Motif”

The Divine Conflict with the Dragon and the Sea at the Time of Creation
The Old Testament contains a number of allusions to Yahweh’s battle
with a dragon and the sea. Sometimes this is associated with the time of
the creation of the world, at other times the dragon or sea is historicized,
alluding to a hostile nation or nations, and occasionally the imagery is
eschatologized, referring to some hostile power at the end time. At the
end of the nineteenth century H. Gunkel'® claimed that this was a
Yahwistic version of the Babylonian myth of the god Marduk’s conflict
with the female sea monster Tiamat, narrated in Enuma elish, which
preceded Marduk’s creation of the world. This view to some extent per-
sisted into the twentieth century, especially with regard to the Priestly
creation account in Genesis 1, where it has often been thought that
t¢hom ‘deep’ in Gen. 1.2 is a reminiscence of the name of Tiamat (but
see below). However, in general, since the discovery of the Ugaritic
texts from 1929 onwards, it has become generally accepted that the Old

17. Loretz, Psalm 29, passim.

*  For a much more detailed consideration of all the topics considered in this
section, with thorough documentation, see J. Day, God’s Conflict with the Dragon
and the Sea, passim.

18. H. Gunkel, Schopfung und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit (Gottingen: Van-
denhoeck & Ruprecht, 1895).
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Testament’s references to a divine conflict with a dragon and the sea
are an echo of Canaanite rather than Babylonian mythology.

In the Old Testament the dragon is sometimes called Leviathan, and
he is said to have had more than one head (Ps. 74.14) and is referred to
as a tannin ‘dragon’ and is described as a ‘twisting serpent’ (Isa. 27.1).
In the Ugaritic texts we similarly read of a seven-headed dragon (tnn)
called Itn, frequently vocalized by modern scholars as Lotan, but more
probably Litan,' and he is referred to as having been defeated by the
god Baal (KTU? 1.5.1.1-3) as well as by the goddess Anat (KTU?
1.3.111.40-42). Elsewhere in the Old Testament we find the dragon
called Rahab (e.g. Ps. 89.11 [ET 10]): this name is not attested in any
extra-biblical text, though as he is called ‘the twisting serpent” (Job
26.12-13) this is presumably an alternative name for Leviathan.

The Ugaritic texts only give brief allusions to the victory of Baal and
Anat over Leviathan. On the other hand, we have a detailed account of
the victory of Baal over Yam. The latter does not appear to be a cre-
ation account and one can but speculate that the former may have been
associated with the creation of the world, as is the case with some of the
0Old Testament’s allusions to God’s conflict with the dragon and the
sea. How exactly the Canaanite myth of Baal’s conflict with the dragon
and the sea relates to the Babylonian conflict of Marduk with Tiamat is
also unclear. Conceivably some connection might be indicated by a
Mari text from the reign of King Zimri-Lim, which states, quoting the
storm god Adad, “When you [Zimri-Lim] sat on the throne of your
father, I gave you the weapons with which I fought against sea
(tdmtum)’ 0

Quite a number of the references to God’s conflict with the dragon
and the sea at the time of creation occur in the Psalms. Both Psalms 74
(cf. vv. 12-17) and 89 (cf. vv. 10-15 [ET 9-14]) cite Yahweh’s defeat of
the dragon (Leviathan or Rahab) and the sea as grounds of hope in
Yahweh’s power in the exile when the temple and Davidic monarchy
had come to an end and the powers of chaos appeared to have triumphed.
Such use of the Chaoskampf motif implies that it was already well
known in the pre-exilic period. Psalms which have this theme that are
probably pre-exilic include Pss. 93.3-4, 65.7-8 (ET 6-7), 104.6-9, which

19. See J.A. Emerton, ‘Leviathan and Im: The Vocalization of the Ugaritic
Word for the Dragon’, VT 32 (1982), pp. 327-31.

20. See D. Charpin and J.-M. Durand, ‘“Fils de Sim‘al”: Les origines tribales
des rois de Mari’, RA 80 (1986), pp. 141-83 (174).
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set the conflict with the waters in the time of the creation of the world,
and Ps. 29.3, 10, which associate it with Yahweh’s continuing lordship
over creation. As I have argued in detail elsewhere,?! there are good
grounds for continuing to accept S. Mowinckel’s thesis?? that the theme
of Yahweh’s kingship, with which the divine victory over the dragon
and the sea was closely associated, had its cultic setting in ancient Israel
in the feast of Tabernacles.

In addition to the Psalms another book which has a considerable
number of references to God’s conflict with the dragon and the sea is
Job (Job 3.8, 7.12, 9.8, 13, 26.12-13, 38.8-11, 40.15-41.26 [ET 34]). In
some of these passages the context of the conflict is clearly implied to
be the creation of the world (Job 9.8, 13, 26.12-13, 38.8-11), and this is
probably the case with the others too. Why should the dragon and the
sea conflict be prominent in the book of Job? First, belief in God as
creator is the fundamental presupposition of the Wisdom literature,
including the book of Job, and as has just been noted, the dragon and
sea imagery in Job is very much bound up with the time of creation.
Although the Chaoskampf imagery is remarkably absent in the other
Wisdom books (though cf. Prov. 8.24, 27-29), the writer of the book of
Job appears to have been dependent on cultic psalms of praise in which
the conflict had a place (cf. Job 9.8, 13). A second reason for the
prominence of the Chaoskampf theme in Job is that the writer clearly
saw a parallel between Job’ argument with God and the conflict
between the dragon/sea and God (cf. Job 7.12, 9.13-14, 40.15-41.26
[ET 34]). (See below on Job 40.15-41.26 [ET 34].) Just to quote one
example, one may note Job 7.12, where Job complains, ‘Am I the sea,
or a sea monster, that you set a guard over me?’

There are several passages in the Old Testament where Yahweh does
not have a battle with the waters at the time of creation but simply con-
trols them. Especially noteworthy here is the P account of creation in
Gen. 1.2, 6-10, but other passages include Ps. 33.7-8, Prov. 8.24, 27-29,
Jer. 5.22 and 31.35. There are good grounds for thinking that this repre-
sents a demythologization of the divine conflict with the dragon and the

21. See J. Day, Psalms (OTG; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990), pp.
67-87. A R. Petersen, The Royal God: Enthronement Festivals in Ancient Israel and
Ugarit? (JSOTSup, 259; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), fails to take
account of my arguments when questioning Mowinckel’s theory of an Enthrone-
ment festival in ancient Israel.

22. S. Mowinckel, Psalmenstudien, I1 (6 vols.; Kristiania: J. Dybwad, 1922).
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sea, 5o that the battle has become simply a job of work. In the case of
Genesis 1 it seems possible to prove this. The order of creation in Gen-
esis 1 as a whole is the same as in Psalm 104, in which a battle with the
waters occurs, and there is clearly a literary relationship between them.

Psalm 104 Genesis 1

14 Creation of heaven and earth Cf. 1-5

5-9 Waters pushed back Cf. 6-10

10-13 Waters put to beneficial use Implicit in 6-10
14-18 Creation of vegetation Cf. 11-12

19-23 Creation of luminaries Cf. 14-18
24-26 Creation of sea creatures Cf. 20-22
27-30 Creation of living creatures Cf. 24-31

That it is Genesis 1 which is dependent on Psalm 104 rather than the
reverse is suggested by the following points. First, Psalm 104 is more
mythological, speaking as it does of a battle with the waters (vv. 6-9)
and referring to Leviathan (v. 26), whereas Genesis 1 simply has God’s
control of the waters (vv. 6-10) and speaks of great sea monsters (v.
26), and it seems more natural to suppose that Genesis 1 has demythol-
ogized Psalm 104 than that Psalm 104 has remythologized Genesis 1.
The fact that Psalm 104 also displays remarkable parallels with the
fourteenth-century BCE Egyptian Pharaoh Akhenaten’s Hymn to the
Sun further suggests that this is Psalm 104’s basic source, not Genesis
1. Secondly, the form of the word for ‘beasts’ in Gen. 1.24, hay*td,
occurs elsewhere only in poetry, including Ps. 104.11, 20, suggesting
that a poetic source, indeed Psalm 104, underlies Genesis 1.

Interestingly, Gen. 1.2°s use of the word °hom to denote the primae-
val waters appears also in Ps. 104.6. This, together with the fact that the
form of the word #¢hom lacks the feminine ending, suggests that it is not
directly taken over from the Mesopotamian sea monster Tiamat. Since
the word rhm occurs in Ugaritic it is more natural to assume a Canaanite
prototype for the ##hom here.

As D.T. Tsumura and T. Fenton have shown,?® t6hii wabohii in Gen.
1.2 strictly denotes nothingness rather than chaos. Nevertheless, this

23. D.T. Tsumura, The Earth and the Waters in Genesis 1 and 2: A Linguistic
Investigation (JSOTSup, 83; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1989); T. Fenton, ‘Chaos in the
Bible? Tohu vabohu’, in G. Abramson and T. Parfitt (eds.), Jewish Education and
Learning: Published in Honour of Dr David Patterson on the Occasion of his Sev-
entieth Birthday (London: Harwood Academic Publishers, 1993), pp. 203-20.
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does not mean that we should cease to speak of chaos in connection
with the Old Testament’s myth of the dragon and the sea, since watery
chaos does seem a fair description of the uncontrolled raging waters
that the Old Testament depicts as the primaeval state of affairs in vari-
ous poetic passages. As J.D. Levenson?* has emphasized, though pro-
visionally tamed at creation, the powers of chaos are able to reassert
themselves in threatening ways.

The Alleged Naturalization of the Chaos Monsters

Job 40.15-41.26 (ET 34) contains a description of two beasts, Behemoth
and Leviathan. It has often been claimed that these are the names of
two actually existing creatures rather than mythical beasts. The most
commonly held view, following S. Bochart in his Hierozoicon of
1663, is that Behemoth is the hippopotamus and Leviathan the
crocodile. Such views are, however, seriously open to question. It is
clearly implied that Job and, by implication, humans generally, are
unable to overcome these creatures and that only Yahweh has control
over them. This alone tends to rule out the various natural creatures
suggested for Behemoth and Leviathan such as the hippopotamus and
crocodile, since these were certainly captured in the ancient Near East.
Moreover, the particular details given in the descriptions do not fit
actual known creatures. Thus, Leviathan is said to breathe out fire and
smoke (Job 40.10-13, ET 1-21), a clear indication that a dragon is in
mind. Leviathan is elsewhere in the Old Testament (including Job, cf.
3.8) as well as in Ugaritic no natural creature but a mythical sea serpent
or dragon, and it is most natural to suppose that this is also the case
here, though from the description it appears that he now has only one
head rather than seven.

There are good grounds for seeing Behemoth too as a mythical mon-
ster. Certainly the description of its tail as high and lifted up like a
cedar (Job 40.19) is odd if the allusion is to the hippopotamus or other
natural creatures that have been suggested. As with Leviathan, it is
implied that it cannot be captured and that God alone can master it (Job
40.9-14, 24). The name Behemoth means ‘great ox’, and interestingly
the Ugaritic texts twice mention a mythical ox-like creature alongside

24. ).D. Levenson, Creation and the Persistence of Evil: The Jewish Drama of
Divine Omnipotence (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1988).

25. S. Bochart, Hierozoicon (2 vols.; London, 1663), 11, cols. 769-96. Many
commentators have followed this view since then.
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Leviathan known as Arsh or El’s calf Atik (KTU? 1.3.111.40-44;
1.6.V1.51-53), and this must surely be the ultimate source of the figure
of Behemoth. Moreover, in the second Ugaritic allusion Arsh is repre-
sented as being in the sea, just as Behemoth is depicted as dwelling in a
river in Job 40.23.

Granted that Leviathan and Behemoth are mythical creatures, it seems
natural to suppose that the presupposition is that Yahweh had overcome
them in connection with the creation of the world. Leviathan’s defeat
by Yahweh is clearly associated with the time of creation in Ps. 74.14.
Nothing in the text suggests that Leviathan and Behemoth are here
symbolic of foreign nations. Rather the implication seems to be that,
just as Job cannot overcome the chaos monsters Behemoth and Levia-
than, which Yahweh defeated at creation, how much less can he (Job)
overcome the God who vanquished them. His only appropriate response
is therefore humble submission to God (Job 42.1-6). The point being
made here is very similar to that found in Job 9.13-14.

The Historicization of the Divine Conflict with the Dragon and the Sea
One interesting phenomenon which we find in the Old Testament is that
the dragon and the sea are sometimes historicized to denote a particular
nation or nations which are deemed to be God’s enemies. Thus, Rahab,
which we have seen is an alternative name for Leviathan, is used to
denote Egypt in Isa. 30.7, ‘For Egypt’s help is worthless and empty,
therefore I have called her “the silenced Rahab™ (reading rahab
hammo$bat for the meaningless MT rahab hém $abet, which can hardly
be rendered ‘Rahab who sits still’ [RSV]). Again, Rahab clearly appears
as the name of a country in Ps. 87.4, ‘I reckon Rahab and Babylon as
those that know me; behold Philistia and Tyre with Ethiopia...’, and
from the context Rahab here must surely be Egypt: its mention in the
first place suggests an important country, and it would be odd for Egypt
not to be mentioned when Ethiopia is.

Further, the Egyptian Pharaoh is referred to as the dragon in Ezek.
29.3-5, 32.2-8, reading tannin ‘dragon’ for the MT’s tannim ‘jackals’
(Ezek. 29.3, 32.2), which does not make sense, as is generally agreed.
There are no grounds for supposing that a crocodile is thereby denoted,
as some imagine.

The Chaoskampf imagery seems to be applied to Egypt at the time of
the Exodus in Isa. 51.9 (cf. v. 10) and Ps. 77. 17-21 (ET 16-20). Related
to this but somewhat different is the Song of Moses in Exod. 15.1-18,
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where the divine battle is no longer with the sea but rather at the sea, as
F.M. Cross? has emphasized. The influence of Baal’s conflict with Yam
on the depiction is supported by the association of the divine conflict at
the sea with the kingship of God (Exod. 15.18) and the construction of
the deity’s mountain sanctuary, described in language reminiscent of
that of Baal on Zaphon (see below). However, it seems to be going too
far to claim with C. Kloos? that the Reed Sea miracle is nothing more
than a Yahwistic historicization of Baal’s victory over Yam.

The chaos waters appear to be taken up to denote the Assyrians who
attack Zion in Isa. 17.12-14 (cf. 8.5-8), and both the waters and the
dragon symbolize the Babylonians in the time of the conquering King
Nebuchadrezzar in Hab. 3.8-10, 15 and Jer. 51.34 respectively. Jeremiah
51.34 says of Judah, ‘Nebuchadrezzar the king of Babylon has
devoured me, he has crushed me; he has made me an empty vessel, he
has swallowed me like a monster (tannin); he has filled his belly with
my delicacies, he has rinsed me out’. Because of a certain similarity to
the imagery of the great fish swallowing up Jonah in the book of Jonah,
it has sometimes been thought that the latter is an allegory for the exile
and is dependent on Jer. 51.34. Both ideas are to be rejected, however.
Elsewhere in the Old Testament allegories are clearly indicated as such
(cf. Ezek. 17, 19), and if Jonah in the fish symbolizes Israel in exile, it
is odd that the Assyrian empire is still in power after the ‘exile’ as well
as before it. Further, the verbal parallels are not such as to suggest
Jonah’s direct dependence on Jer. 51.34. Nevertheless, it is quite likely
that the Canaanite chaos dragon ultimately lies behind the great fish:
this is suggested by the fact that Joppa, Jonah’s place of embarkation,
is also strongly associated with the story of Perseus’ deliverance of
Andromeda from a mythical sea monster, a tradition already attested by
Pseudo-Scylax in the fourth century BCE, the probable date of the book
of Jonah.

It has sometimes been supposed that Bashan in Ps. 68.23 (ET 22)is a
name for the dragon and is cognate with Ugaritic btn ‘serpent’,
employed of Leviathan in KTU? 1.5.1.1. However, Hebrew already has
peten ‘snake’ cognate with Ugaritic btn, so it is not likely to have also
had basan; moreover, Bashan has just occurred in Ps. 68.16-17 (ET 15-
16) as the name of a mountain (probably Mt Hermon), so this is doubt-

26. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, pp. 131-32.
27. See C. Kloos, Yhwh’s Combat with the Sea: A Canaanite Tradition in the
Religion of Ancient Israel (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1986), pp. 127-212.
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less the case in v. 23 (ET 22) too, now mentioned as a high place in
antithetic parallelism with the sea. The reference to ‘the beasts of the
reeds’, the herd of bulls with the calves of the people’ a few verses later
in Ps. 68.30 (ET 29) is also unlikely to denote a chaos monster (cf.
Behemoth), since Behemoth was a single monster, but this verse refers
to a multiplicity of bulls and calves, making it more likely that this is an
example of animal terms being used to denote leaders and warriors, as
in 1 Sam. 21.8, Job 24.22, 34.20, and Lam. 1.5.

There are occasions where the chaos waters seem to represent hostile
nations generally rather than simply a specific nation. This is the case,
for example, in Psalm 46, one of the Zion Psalms depicting nations
coming up to attack Jerusalem, who are then miraculously defeated by
Yahweh, a motif found also in Psalms 48 and 76, taken up by the
prophet Isaiah to refer to the invading Assyrians (cf. Isa. 17.12-14,
29.1-8, 31.1-9), and eschatologized in Joel 4 (ET 3), Zechariah 12 and
14. Probably those scholars are right who have seen this motif as an
embodiment of the theme of Yahweh’s conflict with the chaos waters.
In keeping with their view it may be noted that not only does Ps. 46.3, 7
(ET 2, 6) employ the same verbs in connection with the waters and the
nations, but Ps. 48.3 (ET 2) applies the name Zaphon to Yahweh’s
dwelling place on Zion (see below, section on Zaphon), a term origi-
nally denoting Baal’s dwelling place, which the chaos waters attacked
(cf. KTU? 1.3.1I1.47-1V.1). Again, Ps. 48.8 (ET 7) speaks of Yahweh’s
shattering of the ships of Tarshish, a motif which seems originally more
at home by the coastal site of Mt Zaphon than in the landlocked
Jerusalem (Baal-Zaphon was noted for his shattering of ships with his
wind, cf. ANET, p. 534).

The Eschatologization of the Dragon Conflict

In accordance with the Urzeit wird Endzeit principle, the divine conflict
with the dragon and the sea becomes projected into the future in con-
nection with the Eschaton. The earliest known example of this is in Isa.
27.1, where we read that ‘On that day the Lord with his hard and great
and strong sword will punish Leviathan the twisting serpent, Leviathan
the crooked serpent, and he will slay the dragon that is in the sea’. The
language used of Leviathan here is remarkably similar to that employed
almost a thousand years earlier in the Ugaritic Baal epic, where Mot
says to Baal that ‘you smote Leviathan the twisting serpent and made
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an end of the crooked serpent’ (KTU? 1.5.1.1-2), and elsewhere in the
Ugaritic Baal epic Leviathan is called a dragon (tnn, KTU? 1.3.111.40),
just as in Isa. 27.1 (tannin). The Ugaritic parallel makes it clear that
simply one dragon, not three, is being referred to in Isa. 27.1. Leviathan
here presumably symbolizes some political power that is to be over-
come at the end time, but it is not certain what that is, whether the
world power of the time of composition (something which is itself dis-
puted, though the Persian period seems most likely), or conceivably
Egypt, which is singled out at the end of other proto-apocalyptic works
(Joel 4.19 [ET 3.19]; Zech. 14.18-19).

The first full-blown apocalyptic work in the Old Testament, the book
of Daniel, has a most interesting reinterpretation of the Canaanite myth
in Daniel 7. Although apocalyptic is a complicated phenomenon with a
multifaceted background, a good case can be made, as was first argued
by J.A. Emerton,? that the Canaanite dragon conflict myth is the single
most important contributor to the background of Daniel 7, since it can
explain well the combination of the following three factors: (i) Daniel 7
is one of the few places in the Old Testament where Yahweh is
depicted as an aged god: he is named ‘the Ancient of Days’ and he has
white hair. As has been noted in Chapter 1, this is reminiscent of the
supreme Canaanite god El, who was called ‘the Father of Years’ and
has grey hair (cf. KTU? 1.4.IV.24; 1.4.V 4). (ii) Just as Baal’s kingship
was ultimately dependent on and subordinate to that of El, so the one
like a son of man in Daniel 7 owes his rule to the Ancient of Days.
Moreover, the one like a son of man comes with the clouds of heaven,
just as Baal’s stock epithet was ‘rider of the clouds’ (rkd ‘rpt) by virtue
of his role as a storm god. (iii) Baal’s kingship was dependent on his
victory over Yam, the god of the sea, just as the one like a son of man’s
rule takes the place of that of the beasts of the sea, especially the fourth
one.

Probably the one like a son of man in Daniel 7 is to be equated
with the angel Michael. Similar terms are used elsewhere for angels
(Dan. 8.15, 10.16, 18), and the angel Michael is explicitly mentioned in
Dan. 12.1 in a role comparable to that of the one like a son of man in
Daniel 7. Implicitly we are to understand that this figure overcomes the
fourth beast in Daniel 7.

Even in the New Testament, the dragon conflict has clearly exercised

28. Emerton, ‘The Origin of the Son of Man Imagery’. See too J. Day, God’s
Conflict with the Dragon and the Sea, pp. 151-78.
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its influence on the book of Revelation.?” In Revelation 12 the angel
Michael defeats a dragon, symbolizing Satan, with seven heads and ten
horns. The seven heads clearly derive from the seven-headed Leviathan,
whilst the ten horns identify the figure with the fourth beast of Daniel 7,
whose implicit vanquisher there, as has been noted, was Michael (the
one like a son of man). The fact that it is Michael, not Christ, who
defeats the dragon in Revelation 12, suggests that a Jewish source
equating the one like a son of man with Michael underlies the passage.
A seven-headed beast symbolizing Rome appears in Rev. 13.1-10, and
this figure likewise derives from Leviathan, just as another beast, sym-
bolizing the false prophet, probably derives from Behemoth (Rev.
13.11-18).

Zaphon as the Divine Dwelling Place

The Ugaritic texts frequently make mention of spn (Zaphon’), the
name of Baal’s mountain (e.g. KTU? 1.5.1.11; 1.6.1.57-59, etc.), and
since Eissfeldt’! persuasively argued the case in 1932, this has gener-
ally been accepted as referring to Jebel el-Aqra‘, known as Mt Casius
(the seat of the god Zeus Casius) in classical times, the highest moun-
tain in Syria, some 1770 metres high and 25-30 miles north of Ugarit.
This identification has been proved by administrative tablets from

29. On this see A. Yarbro Collins, The Combat Myth in the Book of Revelation
(HDR, 9; Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1976).

30. On Zaphon, note the following: O. Eissfeldt, Baal Zaphon, Zeus Kasios und
der Durchzug der Israeliten durchs Meer (Beitrige zur Religionsgeschichte des
Altertums; Halle: Niemeyer, 1932); W.F. Albright, ‘Baal-Zephon’, in W. Baum-
gartner, O. Eissfeldt, K. Elliger and L. Rost (eds.), Festschrift Alfred Bertholet
(Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1950), pp. 1-14; R. de Langhe, Les Textes
de Ras Shamra—Ugarit et leurs Rapports avec le Milieu Biblique de I’Ancien Tes-
tament (2 vols.; Gembloux: Duculot, 1945), I, pp. 217-44; A. Lauha, Zaphon: Der
Norden und die Nordvolker im Alten Testament (Annales Academiae scientiarum
Fennicae, 49.2; Helsinki: Druckerei-A.G. der finnischen Literaturgesellschaft,
1943), esp. pp. 36-52; J. Morgenstern, ‘Psalm 48’, HUCA 16 (1941), pp. 47-87; B.
Alfrink, ‘Der Versammlungsberg im dussersten Norden’, Bib 14 (1933), pp. 41-67;
R.E. Clements, God and Temple (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1965), pp. 4-9; A.
Robinson, ‘Zion and Saphén in Psalm XLVIII 3°, VT 24 (1974), pp. 118-23;
Clifford, The Cosmic Mountain; J.J.M. Roberts, ‘SAPC)N in Job 26, 7°, Bib 56
(1975), pp. 554-57.

31. Eissfeldt, Baal Zaphon, esp. pp. 1-48.
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Ugarit in Akkadian and Ugaritic which make certain the identification
of Mt Hazi (Casius) and Mt spn (Zaphon).*

It is probable that it was this Syrian Mt Zaphon that gave its name to
the word sapdén in Hebrew, meaning ‘north’ (literally, ‘watch-out place’
from sph), Mt Zaphon in Syria being to the north of Israel. This is
supported by the fact that only in Hebrew, Phoenician and Aramaic, of
all the Semitic languages, is this the word for ‘north’. One may com-
pare the fact that other geographical designations, such as yam, ‘sea’,
and negeb (the Negeb desert in the south of Israel, literally, ‘dry place’)
also came to denote cardinal points, namely, ‘west’ and ‘south’.3

The name of the mountain was clearly transferable to other sites (as
also was Tabor),* since a place name, Baal-Zaphon, is attested also in
Egypt (cf. Exod. 14.1). Likewise, Ps. 48.3 (ET 2) applies the name
Zaphon to Jerusalem, where it is under attack from the forces of chaos,
just as in the Ugaritic texts Baal’s dwelling, Zaphon, has to be defended
against enemies (cf. KTU? 1.3.111.47-IV.1). Prior to the discovery of the
Ugaritic texts it was impossible to make proper sense of Ps. 48.3 (ET 2),
where we apparently read that Jerusalem is ‘beautiful in elevation, is

32. Albright, ‘Baal-Zephon’, p. 2.

33. As it appears that s@gpér was originally the name of a high mountain, the
meaning ‘look-out point’, from sph ‘look out’, seems most likely, as originally sug-
gested by Eissfeldt, Baal Zaphon, pp. 17-18, and frequently followed. Further in
support of this it may be noted that the equivalent Hurrian name for Mt Zaphon,
namely, Hazi, could be explained from the root hzh, ‘to see’, particularly frequent
in Aramaic, which is very comparable in meaning to sph. Various other minority
suggestions of the etymology of the name of Mt Zaphon are less likely. Thus, E.
Lipifiski connects spn with sdp, ‘to swim, float’, and thinks that this name was used
of Baal’s mountain because he was ‘Lord of the float/sea travel’, but this seems
fanciful. (See Lipifiski, ‘El’s Abode’, pp. 61-64, and ‘7%8% "18¥’, in ThWAT, VI,
cols. 1093-1102 [1095-96].) C. Grave, ‘The Etymology of Northwest Semitic
sapanu’, UF 12 (1980), pp. 221-29, thinks that spn originally referred to the north
wind. While discussing etymological questions, it may be noted that it has been
repeatedly claimed that the name Zaphon lies behind that of the dragon Typhon,
defeated by Zeus in Greek mythology. However, although the Typhon myth has an
oriental origin—it derives from the Hurrian myth of Teshub’s defeat of
Ullikummi—and although part of the conflict was at Mt Casius (Hazi in the Hurrian
version), it does seem unlikely that the name of the sacred mountain has been
appropriated by that of the dragon defeated there. A more plausible etymology of
Typhon is from the Greek verb, T0o® ‘to smoke’.

34. Cf. O. Eissfeldt, ‘Der Gott des Tabor und seine Verbreitung’, ARW 31
(1934), pp. 14-41, reprinted in O. Eissfeldt, Kleine Schriften, 11, pp. 29-54.
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the joy of all the earth, Mount Zion, in the far north, is the city of the
great king’. The description of Jerusalem as being in the far north
simply did not make sense, although this has not presented some
modern translations, such as the NRSV, from following this rendering.*
However, if yarketé sapdn is taken to be ‘the heights of Zaphon’ it
could be made sense of as the appropriation of the name of Baal’s
mountain dwelling place to Jerusalem.?

Interestingly, in the Demotic/Aramaic Papyrus Amherst 63, which
contains a paganized version of Psalm 20, Zion has been replaced by
Zaphon.*”” (Lines 11-19 of the former are dependent on the Psalm.)

Papyrus Amherst Egyptian 63, Lines 13-14

13 Send your emissary from the temple of Arash, and from Zaphon
14 may Horus sustain us.

Psalm 20.3 (ET 2)

May he send you(r) help from the sanctuary
and from Zion may he sustain you.

I shall now consider various other Old Testament texts which refer,
or have been alleged to refer, to a Mt Zaphon. The first text with which
I shall deal is Isa. 14.12-15. There, the goal of the Shining One, son of
the dawn, is to ascend above the clouds and stars and sit on the Mount
of Assembly, on yark¢té sapdn, and so be like the Most High (Elyon),
but he is cast down because of his hubris into the depths of the Pit
(yarketé bor), that is, Sheol. Yarkétayim in the Old Testament usually
means ‘remote parts’. In the light of the fact that yarketé sapon is
clearly set in opposition to yark®té bor, and the Shining One’s goal is to
ascend into the heavens, it seems most natural, as Eissfeldt®® first

35. M.D. Goulder, The Psalms of the Sons of Korah (JSOTSup, 20; Sheffield:
JSOT Press, 1982), pp. 162-63, who reads yark®é sapén as ‘the frontiers of the
north’, explains this on the basis of his hypothesis that originally the text referred to
Mt Hermon, not Mt Zion. But there was never a ‘city’ on Mt Hermon. (Dan, with
which Goulder associates the liturgy of the Korahite psalms, was not actually on Mt
Hermon). For other objections to Goulder’s Danite interpretation of the Korahite
psalms, see J. Day, Psalms, pp. 115-17.

36. Following, Eissfeldt, Baal Zaphon, and frequently since then.

37. C.F. Nims and R.C. Steiner, ‘A Paganized Version of Psalm 20:2-6 from the
Aramaic Text in Demotic Script’, JAOS 103 (1983), pp. 261-74 (264).

38. Eissfeldt, Baal Zaphon, pp. 14-15.
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argued, that the yarketé sapén are to be understood in a vertical rather
than a horizontal sense, that is, ‘the heights of Zaphon’. That such a
meaning is feasible is also suggested by Isa. 37.24, where yarketé
lebanédn is parallel to merém harim (C%ni ‘Gliti mérém harim yarketé
f¢banon). That Zaphon is here a mountain is implied by its description
as ‘the mount of assembly’, and it clearly relates to the firmament,
understood as a cosmic mountain. The reader is directed below to
Chapter 6 for a full and detailed discussion of the mythological back-
ground and meaning of Isa. 14.12-15, including the reference to Zaphon
in v, 13. I shall there argue that behind the attack on the heavenly Mt
Zaphon by the Shining One, son of the dawn, (which is a variant of the
myth of the attempt of Athtar, the morning star, Venus, to usurp Baal’s
dwelling on Mt Zaphon), there lies Nebuchadrezzar’s attack on
Jerusalem in 586 BCE. The myth may have been mediated by the
Jebusites, as the reference to the Most High (Elyon) in v. 14 suggests.
That Zaphon was a name applicable to the firmament of heaven is
suggested further by Job 26.7, ‘He stretches out Zaphon over the void,
and hangs the earth upon nothing’. Some have seen Zaphon, or the
north, as the northern®® and heaviest® part of the earth. Since the dis-
covery of the Ugaritic texts, some scholars such as Fissfeldt, Pope,
Dahood and Roberts,*! have seen here a direct reference to the Syrian
Mt Zaphon. However, against all these views the significant fact must
be set that elsewhere the verb nth is used of the stretching out of the
heavens, often in parallelism with the earth.*> In view of the fact that
Zaphon seems to be equated with the vault of heaven in Isa. 14.13 there
seems every probability that this is the case here too. Presumably, we
are to think of the firmament of heaven as the cosmic mountain on

39. S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Book of Job (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1921), p. 221, note this as one possi-
bility, though they prefer the view that it refers to heaven.

40. Cf. K. Budde, Das Buch Hiob (HAT, 2.1; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1896), p. 145.

41. Eissfeldt, Baal Zaphon, pp. 13-14; M.H. Pope, Job (AB, 15; Garden City,
NY: Doubleday, 3rd edn, 1973), p. 183; M.J. Dahood, Psalms (AB, 16, 17, and
17A; 3 vols.; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1966-70), I, p. 290; Roberts,
‘SAPON’, p. 557.

42. The verb nth is used of heavens in parallelism with the earth in Isa. 40.22,
42.5, 44.24, 45.12, 51.13; Jer. 10.12, 51.15; Zech. 12.1; and without parallelism
with the earth in Ps. 104.2; Job 9.8.
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which Yahweh dwells.** As further examples, Ezek. 1.4 and Job 37.22
may be cited. In the former passage we read, ‘As I looked, behold, a
stormy wind came out of Zaphon, and a great cloud, with brightness
round about it, and fire flashing continually, and in the midst of the fire,
as it were gleaming bronze’. The storm theophany comes from Zaphon.
In view of the fact that in v. 1 Ezekiel refers to the same event by
saying that ‘the heavens were opened, and I saw visions of God’, one
may agree with Zimmerli* that Yahweh’s coming form ‘the north’ is
but another way of referring to the self-opening of heaven. (That
Ezekiel was quite familiar with the concept of Yahweh’s heavenly
mountain is clear from Ezekiel 28.) This is more natural than to suppose
that Yahweh came north from Jerusalem to north Syria, then over the
Euphrates south to Ezekiel.*

A number of scholars, beginning with Eissfeldt, think that the Syrian
Mt Zaphon is referred to in Ps. 89.13 (ET 12). The MT reads as follows:
§apon weyamin *attd bera’tam taboér wehermon be§imeka yéranneénii.
This is customarily translated, “You have created the north and the south,
Tabor and Hermon joyously praise your name’. Eissfeldt and others,*

43. Those seeing a reference to the heavens here with a mythological back-
ground to the term sapén, include G. Fohrer, Das Buch Hiob (KAT, 16; Giitersloh:
Gerd Mohn, 1963), pp. 382, 384; Clifford, The Cosmic Mountain, p. 162 n. 85; M.
Greenberg, J.C. Greenfield, and N.M. Sarna (eds.), The Book of Job (Philadelphia:
Jewish Publication Society of America, 1980), p. 37; J.E. Hartley, The Book of Job
(NICOT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988), pp. 365-66; Niehr, Der hochste Gott, pp.
105-106. Others have envisaged a reference to the heavens here, without any back-
ground in a mythical divine dwelling place or mountain, for example, Driver and
Gray, The Book of Job, pp. 220-21; H.H. Rowley, Job (NCB; London: Oliphants,
1976), pp. 172-73; W.H. Schmidt, ‘"8 safon Norden’, THAT, 1I, cols. 575-82
(579).

44, W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, I (BKAT, 13.1; Neukirchen—Vluyn: Neukirchener
Verlag, 1969), p. 52; ET Ezekiel, I (trans. R.E. Clements; Hermeneia; Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1979), p. 120.

45. A. Bertholet, Hesekiel (HAT, 13; Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck],
1936), p. 5.

46. Eissfeldt, Baal Zaphon, pp. 12-13; O. Mowan, ‘Quatuor Montes Sacri in
Ps. 89, 137", VD 41 (1963), pp. 11-20; M. H. Pope, ‘Baal-Hadad’, in Haussig (ed.),
Gotterund Mythen, pp. 253-64 (258); R. de Vaux, ‘Jérusalem et les prophétes’, RB
73 (1966), pp. 481-509 (506); Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, p. 135 n.
79; C. Bonnet, ‘Typhon et Baal Saphon’, in E. Lipifiski (ed.), Phoenicia and the
East Mediterranean in the First Millennium B.C. (Studia Phoenicia, 5; Leuven:
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however, argue that since the second half of the verse mentions moun-
tain names, mountains, moreover, which had been the seats of pagan
cults, it is natural to expect that the first half should also mention sacred
mountains, and on this basis it is natural to understand sapén as Mt
Zaphon in Syria, not a vague reference to the north. As for yamin,
Eissfeldt says that this could allude to Sinai, Strabo’s Antikasion
(which was south of Mt Zaphon), or it could be a corruption of Amanus
or Amana. Proponents of this theory now generally hold the word to be
a corruption of Amanus or Amana, and emend yamin to *amn, himn, or
’amnh.#’ O. Mowan®® has written a detailed study of the question of
whether the first half of this verse does, in fact, name two mountains,
and he gives his answer strongly in the affirmative. He holds that yamin
is nowhere else found parallel to sapdn in the Old Testament and that
this supports the view that the word yamin is corrupt and does not refer
to the south. However, this is to ignore the evidence of Ps. 107.3. Here,
the MT reads: dmé’?rasdt qibb®sam mimmizrah fimimma ““rab missapon
dmiyyam. Since the verse clearly refers to east, west and north, it is
only natural to expect that the final word should refer to the south, and
yam is unsatisfactory here, since when used as a geographical term in
Hebrew it means ‘west’. The text, as is generally done, should therefore
be emended to ‘south’. There is therefore no reason why Ps. 89.13 (ET
12) should not similarly refer to the north and the south. This has the
advantage that there is no need to emend ydmin to create the name of a
mountain elsewhere unattested in biblical Hebrew. Tabor and Hermon
might then represent the centre of the known world, set over against the
extremities of north and south. For the latter, we may compare Deutero-
Isaiah, who has a considerable number of parallels with Psalm 89, and
who refers to Yahweh as ‘the creator of the ends of the earth’ (boré’
q¢sOt ha’ares). It is also possible that though the reference is to the
north and south, the thought of the mountainous in them is not
excluded, since in the archaic world-view reflected in the Old Testa-
ment, at the extremities of the earth there were the ‘pillars of heaven’
(cf. Job 26.11). These last two points do not seem to have been noted
by other scholars.

Peeters, 1987), pp. 101-43 (115-16); Lipifiski, ‘]WB:;: "1EY’, col. 1097. This view is
also followed by NEB.

47. Dahood, Psalms, I1, pp. 308, 314, does not emend, but regards yamin as an
unparalleled alternative spelling of *amn.

48. Mowan, ‘Quatuor Montes Sacri’.
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Eissfeldt* also seeks a reference to Mt Zaphon, or, rather, the land of
Zaphon, in Ezek. 32.30. As usually rendered, the verse reads: ‘The
princes of the north are there, all of them, and all the Sidonians...” The
fact that the most northerly nations have already been referred to leads
Eissfeldt to think that s@pén must here refer to (the land of) Zaphon.
However, this is not necessary. Perhaps the areas immediately to the
north of Israel could be simply referred to as ‘the north’ without indi-
cating that the most northern point of the earth was meant, somewhat
comparable to the way we can speak of ‘the north’ when we mean the
north of England, without implying that this is the earth’s most northern
area.

In Joel 2.20 we read, ‘I will remove the northerner far from you, and
drive him into a parched and desolate land...” Kapelrud® holds that
primarily this term is related to Baal’s mountain, Zaphon: the north is
therefore the region from which the mythical forces of chaos come.
However, this view is surely to be rejected, since in the Old Testament
(Ps. 48.3 [ET 2); Isa. 14.13), as in Ugaritic (KTU? 1.3.111.47-1V.1),
Zaphon is the place that the mythical forces attack, not the place whence
they come. Rather, the term ‘the northerner’ here must be related in
some way to the concept of ‘the foe from the north’, such as is found in
Jeremiah (Jer. 1.13-15, 4.6, 6.1, 22; cf. Ezek. 38.6, 15, 39.2), and which
does not derive from Baal mythology. Rather, it derives from the
simple fact of experience that the enemies of Israel and Judah tended to
come from the north.>! However, the context requires that in Joel 2.20
‘the northerner’ refers to the locusts;> this is in keeping with the fact
that elsewhere Joel describes the locusts in military terms (cf. 2.1-11,
25) and associates them with the Day of the Lord (1.15, 2.1, 11).

49. Eissfeldt, Baal Zaphon, pp. 11-12.

50. A.S. Kapelrud, Joel Studies (UUA, 4; Uppsala: Lundeqvist, 1948), pp. 93-
108.

51. There is therefore no need to follow the compromise position of those like
J.L. Crenshaw, Joel (AB, 24C; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1995), p. 151, who
see Joel as indebted to both the foe from the north and the mythical Mt Zaphon
concept here.

52. This is generally accepted by the commentators. To see the reference to ‘the
northerner’ as alluding to a political invasion, as, for example, does D. Stuart, in
Hosea—Joel (WBC, 31; Waco, TX: Word Books, 1987), p. 258, is unsatisfactory in
the context. Throughout the work Stuart believes the Babylonian or Assyrian inva-
sion is spoken of metaphorically as locusts (pp. 232-34), whereas it is more natural
to suppose that the locusts are metaphorically understood as an army.
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Although in Palestine locusts tend to come from the south or east, they
can come from the north, as in the plagué that afflicted Jerusalem in
1915.%% This could therefore have been the case in Joel’s time.>* There
is no justification for the emendation of ‘the northerner’ (hassépdni) to
‘the chirper’ (hassapséponi), a hapax legomenon proposed by E. Sellin,?
since the three other cardinal points of the zodiac are alluded to in this
verse as the places whither the locusts are driven.>®

An example of implicit ‘Zaphonic’ language is to be found in Exod.
15.17. This verse reads: ‘You will bring them in, and plant them on the
mountain of your inheritance, the place for your dwelling which you
have made, O Lord, the sanctuary, O Lord, which your hands have
established’. The expressions ‘mountain of your inheritance’ (har
nah®lartka) and ‘the place for your dwelling’ (makdn I¢§ibt¢ka) most
naturally refer to the temple in Jerusalem, especially since the latter
expression is so used in 1 Kgs 8.13.5 These terms appear to be derived
from similar terms used in the Ugaritic texts of Baal’s Mt Zaphon and
the dwellings of other gods (cf. e.g. KTU? 1.3.111.29-30; 1.3.V1.15-16),
and has led such scholars as Albright and Cross and Freedman®® to hold
a quite early date (pre-monarchic) for the song of Moses in Exodus 15,
so that these references would not allude to Jerusalem. However, one
can maintain that Canaanite language, probably deriving ultimately
from descriptions of Baal’s dwelling on Mt Zaphon (perhaps mediated

53. J.D. Whiting, ‘Jerusalem’s Locust Plague’, National Geographic Magazine
28 (1915), pp. 511-50 (513).

54. So L.C. Allen, The Books of Joel, Obadiah, Jonah and Micah (NICOT;
London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1976), p. 88.

55. E. Sellin, Das Zwolfprophetenbuch. 1. Hosea—Micha (KAT, 12; Leipzig: A.
Deichertsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 3rd edn, 1929), p. 165.

56. Here ‘the eastern sea’ is the Dead Sea, ‘the western sea’ is the Mediter-
ranean, and ‘a parched and desolate land’ is the Negeb to the south.

57. Clements, God and Temple, pp. 53-55; B.S. Childs, The Book of Exodus
(OTL; London: SCM Press, 1974), p. 252; Jorg Jeremias, Das Kéonigtum Gottes in
den Psalmen: Israels Begegnung mit dem kanaandischen Mythos in den Jahwe-
Konig-Psalmen (FRLANT, 141; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1987), p.
103; T.N.D. Mettinger, The Dethronement of Sabaoth: Studies in the Shem and
Kabod Theologies (ConBOT, 18; Lund: C.W.K. Gleerup, 1982), p. 27; C. Hout-
man, Exodus, II (HCOT; Kampen: Kok, 1996), pp. 291-92.

58. W.F. Albright, The Archaeology of Palestine (Harmondsworth: Penguin
Books, rev. edn, 1960), p. 233; FM. Cross and D.N. Freedman, ‘The Song of
Miriam’, JNES 14 (1955), pp. 237-50.
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through the cult of El-Elyon) has here been used, but this by no means
requires that the passage be pre-monarchic, since Canaanite imagery is
found in the Old Testament even in very late passages (such as Isa.
27.1). Nothing, therefore, prevents Exod. 15.17 from alluding to
Jerusalem. Such an understanding is further supported by the fact that it
is stated that Yahweh himself established the sanctuary, something
which is paralleled of the Zion temple in Ps. 78.69. Furthermore, we
know of no other sanctuary in the Old Testament apart from Jerusalem
(cf. Ps. 48.3 [ET 2]) to which ‘Zaphonic’ language is applied.
Alternative explanations are less plausible. The view that Mt Sinai is
in mind as the final destination is unlikely in view of the fearful reac-
tion of Philistines, Edomites, Moabites and Canaanites (Exod. 15.14-
16), as Mark Smith rightly notes,” and the same objection holds for S.
Norin’s view that Mt Zaphon on Lake Sirbonis in the north of the Sinai
peninsula is intended.®® Another view sometimes held is that the refer-
ence is to the land of Canaan,® but against this it may be noted that
Canaan is never elsewhere spoken of as a ‘sanctuary’ (migday). The
view that originally the sanctuary at Gilgal was meant®? or that at
Shiloh was intended®® have no particularly strong claim, since unlike
Zion these are never called mountains in the Old Testament, and the
phrase makon I¢5ibrka is never elsewhere applied to them. We have
no evidence in the Old Testament that Zaphon language was applied to

59. Mark S. Smith, The Pilgrimage Pattern in Exodus (JSOTSup, 239;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), p. 223, contra e.g. D.N. Freedman, ‘A
Letter to the Readers’, BA 40 (1977), pp. 46-48. (Contrast the work cited in n. 61
for Freedman’s earlier view.)

60. S. Norin, Er spaltete das Meer: Die Auszugsiiberlieferungen in Psalmen und
Kult des alten Israels (ConBOT, 9; Lund: C.W K. Gleerup, 1977), pp. 85-91.

61. M. Noth, Das zweite Buch Mose, Exodus (ATD, 5; Gottingen: Vandhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1959), p. 100; ET Exodus (trans. J.S. Bowden; OTL; London: SCM Press,
1962), pp. 125-26; D.N. Freedman, ‘Strophe and Meter in Exodus 15°, in H.N.
Bream, R.D. Heim and C.A. Moore (eds.), A Light unto my Path: Old Testament
Studies in Honor of Jacob M. Myers (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1974),
pp- 163-203 (190-91); reprinted in D.N. Freedman, Pottery, Poetry and Prophecy:
Studies in Early Hebrew Poetry (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1980), pp. 187-
227 (214-15). Freedman also believes that Exod. 15.17 refers to heaven in addition
to the land of Canaan.

62. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, pp. 142-43.

63. E.g.J. Goldin, The Song at the Sea: Being a Commentary on a Commentary
in Two Parts (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1971), pp. 34-58.
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any other site in Palestine apart from Jerusalem.

I conclude that there are therefore a number of places in the Old Tes-
tament where the firmament of heaven is called Zaphon and that
similarly this term could be applied to Jerusalem. In view of the con-
nection between Zaphon and Elyon in Isa. 14.13-14 and the fact that Ps.
48.3 (ET 2) refers to Jerusalem as Zaphon, while the closely related Ps.
46.5 (ET 4) refers to Jerusalem as ‘the holy habitation of the Most High
(Elyon)’, it is probable that the concept of Zaphon as applied to
Yahweh was mediated through the Jebusite cult of El-Elyon, rather than
being directly taken over from Baal.

Finally, it has been suggested by C. Bonnet and E. Lipifiski® that
there is a further instance of the influence of the Canaanite sacred
mountain, Zaphon, on ancient Israel in the personal name Zephaniah
(s°panyah[ii]). Bonnet compares the Punic personal name Sophonibaal,
and Lipinski the Ugaritic personal name spnb‘l, both allegedly meaning
‘Zaphon is Baal’, so that Zephaniah would then mean ‘Zaphon is
Yahweh’. However, Zephaniah more naturally means ‘Yahweh pro-
tects’ and M.H. Pope® claims that spnb‘l likewise probably means,
‘Baal protects’. So far as we know, neither Baal nor Yahweh were
actually equated with their sacred mountain so that the view of C.
Bonnet and E. Lipifski should probably be rejected.

Resurrection Imagery from Baal to the Book of Daniel”

A more precise and fuller title for this section would be ‘Death and
Resurrection Imagery from Baal to the book of Daniel via Hosea and
the so-called “Isaiah Apocalypse”’. I hope to demonstrate that the first
clear reference to the literal resurrection of the dead in the Old Testa-
ment in Dan. 12.2 is a reinterpretation of the verse in Isa. 26.19 about
resurrection, which, I shall argue, refers to restoration after exile, rather
than literal life after death. Isaiah 26.19 in turn, I shall argue, is depen-
dent on the death and resurrection imagery in the book of Hosea,

64. Bonnet, ‘Typhon et Baal Saphon’, p. 113; Lipifiski, ‘1’153’, col. 1097.

65. Pope, ‘Baal-Hadad’, p. 256.

*  With some additions and stylistic alterations this section is taken from my
article ‘Resurrection Imagery from Baal to the Book of Daniel’, in J.A. Emerton
(ed.), Congress Volume, Cambridge 1995 (VTSup, 66; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1997),
pp. 125-33, and is reprinted here by kind permission of the publisher.
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especially on a reinterpretation of Hos. 13.14. Finally, the imagery of
death and resurrection in Hosea (both in chs. 5—6 and 13-14), which
likewise refers to Israel’s exile and restoration, is directly taken over by
the prophet from the imagery of the dying and rising fertility god, Baal.

That Baal was regarded as a dying and rising god cannot seriously be
disputed. In the Ugaritic Baal myth we read of his being swallowed by
Mot, the god of death, and it is declared several times that ‘Mightiest
Baal is dead, the prince, Lord of the earth has perished’. He is buried by
Anat and lamented in the customary way by her and El. The land
becomes hot, dry and parched, for Baal has taken the rain, wind and
most of the dew with him into the underworld. Then El has a vision in
which the heavens rain oil and the ravines run with honey. El rejoices
and declares, ‘mightiest Baal is alive, for the prince, Lord of the earth
exists’. Baal then resumes his throne. (See KTU? 1.4.VIII-1.6.VI for all
of the above.)

There have been attempts to deny that Baal was a dying and rising
god, but these have failed in my view. Mark Smith® claims that Baal is
a disappearing and returning god like the Hittite weather god Telepinus.
However, the two myths use clearly distinct language: Telepinus
vanishes, is sought for and eventually found,®” whereas, as noted above,
in the Baal myth there are repeated references to his death, after which
he is spoken of as alive. Both H.M. Barstad and Mark Smith claim that
the words ‘mightiest Baal is alive’ (4y ’al’iyn b‘l) do not have to imply
resurrection.®® However, their context in the text, which has previously
spoken of Baal’s death, requires such an interpretation. I agree with
T.N.D. Mettinger when he states that ‘The contrast between life and
death is basic to the myth’.%®® Occasionally it has been supposed, as by

66. Mark S. Smith, The Ugaritic Baal Cycle. 1. Introduction with Text, Transla-
tion and Commentary of KTU 1.1-1.2 (VTSup, 55; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1994), pp.
72-73.

67. ANET, pp. 126-28; H.A. Hoffner, Hittite Myths (SBL Writings from the
Ancient World, 2; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), pp. 14-20.

68. Barstad, Religious Polemics, pp. 150-54; Mark S. Smith, The Ugaritic Baal
Cycle, L, p. 71.

69. Mettinger, In Search of God, p. 214 n. 6. Mettinger is currently writing a
book on dying and rising gods, and amongst other things he will defend that notion
that Baal was such a god. For a preliminary survey, see Mettinger, ‘The “Dying and
Rising God”: A Survey of Research from Frazer to the Present Day’, SEA 63
(1998), pp. 111-23.
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J.C. de Moor and J.C.L. Gibson,” that it is not Baal himself who dies,
but a substitute born of the union between Baal and a heifer. But as A.
Waterston says,”! there is no indication of this in the text. Further
evidence that Baal was a dying god is revealed by the reference in
Zech. 12.11 to ‘the mourning for Hadad-rimmon in the valley of
Megiddo’, Hadad being another name for Baal. Mark Smith’ thinks
that there may have been influence from Adonis and/or Tammuz here,
but there is no evidence of this, and the concept seems rather to show
continuity with Baal as known from the Ugaritic texts.

Hosea, of course, was highly polemical against the cult of Baal. But
polemic can sometimes involve taking up one’s enemies’ imagery and
reutilizing it for one’s own purposes. It was W.W. Graf Baudissin in his
book, Adonis und Esmun,”® who first argued that Hosea took up the
imagery of death and resurrection from a fertility deity. But strange to
say, he does not mention Baal in this connection, but rather speaks of
Adonis and Eshmun, since, prior to the discovery of the Ugaritic texts,
he had to depend on late classical sources, which curiously do not men-
tion the death and resurrection of Baal. (Not even Philo of Byblos refers
to them.) Subsequently, a number of scholars” have argued that it was
from Baal that Hosea drew his imagery. But some other scholars’ have
questioned this. A

One point that has frequently been claimed is that Hosea is referring
not to death and resurrection but rather to illness and healing.”® The fol-

70. De Moor, Seasonal Pattern, p. 188; J.C.L. Gibson, ‘The Last Enemy’, SJT
32 (1979), pp. 151-69 (159-60).

71. A. Waterston, ‘Death and Resurrection in the A.B. Cycle’, UF 21 (1989),
pp. 425-34.

72. Mark S. Smith, The Ugaritic Baal Cycle, 1, p. 73.

73. W.W. von Baudissin, Adonis und Esmun (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1911), pp.
404-16; cf. H.G. May, ‘The Fertility Cult in Hosea’, AJSL 48 (1932), pp. 74-98 (74-
78).

74. E.g. R. Martin-Achard, From Death to Life (trans. John Penney Smith;
Edinburgh: Oliver & Boyd, 1960), pp. 81-86; F.F. Hvidberg, Graad og Latter i Det
gamle Testamente (Copenhagen: G.E.C. Gad, 1938), pp. 109-13; ET Weeping and
Laughter in the Old Testament (trans. N. Haislund; Leiden: E.J. Brill; Copenhagen:
Nyt Nordisk Forlag, 1962), pp. 126-31.

75. Cf. Rudolph, Hosea, pp. 136-37; D.N. Freedman and F.I. Andersen, Hosea
(AB, 24; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980), p. 420. See below, n. 66 for the more
nuanced position of G.I. Davies.

76. E.g. Mays, Hosea, p. 95; Wolff, Hosea, p. 149, ET Hosea, p. 117; Rudolph,
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lowing points, however, may be made in favour of seeing death and
resurrection imagery in Hosea 5-6."7 First, in support of the resurrec-
tion understanding of Hos. 6.2 it may be noted that the verbs employed
are the hiphil of giim, ‘raise up’, and the piel of hayd, ‘revive’: ‘After
two days he will revive us (y?hayyénii); on the third day he will raise us
up (y°qiménit), that we may live before him’. All the other places in the
Old Testament where these two verbs (hyh, gwm) appear as word pairs
the meaning clearly relates to resurrection from death, not simply heal-
ing. This is the case in Isa. 26.14, 19 and Job 14.12, 14. Secondly, three
verses later, in Hos. 6.5, the prophet implies that the people are dead:
‘Therefore I have hewn them by the prophets, I have slain them by the
words of my mouth...” Thirdly, in Hos. 5.14 Hosea uses the image of a
lion carrying off its prey and says ‘and none shall rescue’. Elsewhere in
the Old Testament the image of the lion carrying off its prey implies
certain death (cf. Amos 3.12; Jer. 2.30; Mic. 5.7 [ET 8]). This is clear
elsewhere in the book of Hosea itself, as we see from Hos. 13.7, 9,
where Yahweh’s devouring Israel like a lion is explicitly said to be
equivalent to destruction.

The last observation brings me to my fourth and most decisive argu-
ment, which has been strangely neglected by scholars writing on this
subject. This is the fact that there are a whole series of parallel images
between Hosea 5-6 and 13-14, and in the latter it is made abundantly
clear that the image is that of death and resurrection, not merely illness
and healing. That death is envisaged in Hosea 13 is shown by v. 1, ‘he
[i.e. Ephraim] incurred guilt through Baal and died’, v. 9, where
Yahweh states, ‘I will destroy you, O Israel’, and v. 14, which speaks
of Israel as being in the grip of Death and Sheol. Now the parallels
between Hosea 5-6 and 13-14 are as follows. Hosea 5.14 says, ‘For 1
will be like a lion to Ephraim, and like a young lion to the house of
Judah. I even I, will rend and go away, I will carry off, and none shall
rescue.” We may compare Hos. 13.7-8, ‘So I will be to them like a lion,
like a leopard I will lurk beside the way. I will fall upon them like a

Hosea, p. 135; G.I. Davies, Hosea (NCB; London: Marshall Pickering; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1992), p. 161.

71. Those supporting the view that death and resurrection are envisaged here
include Baudissin, Adonis und Esmun, pp. 404-407; Martin-Achard, From Death to
Life, pp. 80-86; Freedman and Andersen, Hosea, pp. 418-20; B.C. Pryce, ‘The Res-
urrection Motif in Hosea 5:8-6:6: An Exegetical Study’ (PhD dissertation, Andrews
University, Ann Arbor, 1989), passim.
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bear robbed of her cubs, and I will tear open their breast, and there 1
will devour them like a lion, as a wild beast would rend them.” Hosea
6.1 states, ‘Come let us return to the Lord; for he has torn, that he may
heal us; he has stricken, and he will bind us up’; compare Hos. 14.2 (ET
1), ‘Return, O Israel to the Lord your God...’, and 14.5 (ET 4), ‘T will
heal their faithlessness...” Hosea 6.3 reads, ‘he will come to us as the
showers, as the spring rains that water the earth’, which may be com-
pared with Hos. 14.5 (ET 4), ‘I will be as the dew to Israel’. Since, as
we have seen, Hosea 13-14 clearly imply death and resurrection, this
must likewise be the case in Hosea 5-6, where the identical imagery is
used. Interestingly, Hos. 14.5 (ET 4) speaks of Yahweh’s healing
Israel’s faithlessness: the use of the verb ‘heal’ in Hos. 6.1 therefore
does not require something less than death in Hosea 5-6, as has some-
times been claimed.”® _

Granted that Hosea 5-6 and 13-14 allude to Israel’s death and resur-
rection, are we to suppose that this imagery derives from Baal? One
strong argument in favour of this that has not previously been noted by
other scholars™ is to be found in Hos. 13.1, where we read that
‘Ephraim...incurred guilt through Baal and died’. This must surely be
deliberately ironical. For Hosea it is not Baal who dies and rises but
Israel who dies through worshipping Baal, followed, if repentant, by
resurrection. In keeping with this Hos. 6.3 associates Israel’s resumrec-
tion with the rain (‘he will come to us as the showers, as the spring
rains that water the earth’), and Hos. 14.6 (ET 5) likewise mentions the
dew as bringing about renewed fertility in Israel (‘I will be as the dew
to Israel...”). This is striking, since in the Ugaritic Baal myth we read
that Baal took the rain and two of the dew goddesses with him when he
went into the underworld, and it is implied that they reappeared when
he rose aga