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PREFACE

This book is a slightly revised version of my doctoral dissertation
entitled ‘Solar Worship in the Biblical World” which was submitted to
the Graduate Schoo! of Yale University in the Spring of 1989. As may
be judged from the title of that work, 1 had at one time planned to
cover more territory than sun worship in ancient Israel, but found the
material pertaining to ancient Israel so vast that I never got beyond it.

T am sometimes asked about the relationship between my werk and
that of Mark Smith, also from Yale and one who has similarly written
on the topic of sun worship. Although 1 have known of Mark's
general interest in the topic (and he of mine) since the time I began
rescarching and writing my doctoral dissertation late in 1985, I left
Yale in January of 1986 and had no interaction with his work apart
from reading his short review of the book by Stahli in JBL 106 of
1987 and his ‘Seeing God in the Psalms’ in CB( 50 of 1988, the latter
of which he kindly sent me in advance of its publication. Apart from
this, my work in preparation for the dissertation was done independ-
ently of Smith. In preparation for this present modest revision, I have
of course had access to Smith's The Early History of God, which has
clarified some things for me and has made it possible to assume a
greater familiarity on the part of readers with the general idea that an
‘dolatrous’ phenomenon could be at the same time “Yahwistic’,

Although T like to consider myself cne of the early recent
propenents of this rather different way of looking at the relationship
between Yahweh and the other deities, the major works of Sanl Olyan
(who studied Asherah) and Mark Smith (who studied several deities in
general), have of course appeared well in advance and independently
of mine.
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Far more importantly, I trust that the book will be of help in better
understanding several passages in the Scriptures of the Old Testament
and the way in which God and his ways have been revealed to
humankind through them.

J. Glen Taylor
Wrycliffe College
University of Toronto, Canada
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Chapter 1

[INTRODUCTION

A claim ofien made within the old Myth and Ritual Scheel of Old
Testament interpretation was that solar elements formed an integral
part of ancient [sraelite religion. Until recently, however, the
influence of this claim has been confined largely to the School because
of what many scholars consider to be a paucity of evidence in support
of the notion,

At least two studies in the 1980s kindled (or rekindled) the interests
of mainline scholars of the Old Testament and ancient Israelite
religion as the extent to which solar elements might have played a role
in Hebrew religion: an article by Morton Smith called ‘Helios in
Palestine” and a short monograph by H.-P. Stihli entitled Seolare
Elemente im Jahweglauben des Alten Testaments.! When added to
what has appeared thus far in the 1990s? it is safe to say that interest
in the relationship between Yahwism and solarism has revived.

The issue of course is not whether sun worship was practised in
ancient Israel; several biblical passages leave little room for doubt that
sun worship was a well-known phenomenon, practised even within the
coniext of the temple.® Rather, the question has two aspects: the nature
of sun worship in general, and the relationship (if any) between the
cults of the sun and of Yahweh in particular.

1. M. Smith, ‘Helios in Palesting’, Ef 16 (1982), pp. 199-214; H.-P. Stdhli,
Solare Elemente im Johweglauben des Alten Testaments (OBQ), 66; Freihurg:
Universitdtsverlag, 1985). See also M.S. Smith, ‘The Near Eastern Background of
Solar Language for Yahweh', JBL 109 (1990), pp. 29-39.

2. In addilion to the present work, see, for example, M.S. Smith, The Early
History of God: Yahweh and the Other Deities in Ancient Israel (New York: Harper
& Row, San Francisco, 1990), pp. 115-24.

3. Scerespectively, 2 Kgs 23.11; Ezck. 8.16. Other passages that refer explicitly
lo sun worship are Deut. 4.19; 17.3; Jer. 8.2; Job 31.26. Sevcral other passapes
refer to the worship of the Host of Heaven, often related to the worship of the sun.
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Beyond the general accord that sun worship took place in ancient
Israel, there is at present no consensus about its nature. This lack of
consensus centres around such issues as whether sun worship was
early or late, tangential and sporadic or deeply entrenched and
unremitting, autochthonous or foreign,

The last issue is particularly interesting because of the important
questions that it raises. For example, within the past decade Hermann
Spieckermann’ bhas challenged the widely accepted view of
JW. McKay and M. Cogan that the horses and chariots of the sun in
the Jerusalem temple did not arise under the influence of Assyria.?
Moareover, whereas Spieckermann has led some scholars to believe
again that the royal Jerusalem sun cult was Assyrian,® other possib-
ilities remain such as Syro-Palestinian® or, a view argued for in this
book, Israelite (at least from a practical perspective).

Probably the most provocative issue related to the nature of sun
worship in ancient Israel, however, is the specific claim that Yahweh
was identified with the sun.® For example, according to one proponent
of this view, H.-P. Stdhli, the following evidence supports such an
association: (1) theophoric personal names in which the verb zarah,
‘rise’, normally used of the sun, is predicated of Yahweh;
(2) Ps. 84.12 [11] in which Yahweh is called Jemel, ‘sun’; (3) the
solar emblems on the royal Judacan ‘fmik’ jar handles (that is a two-
winged sun disk and a four-winged scarab); (4) correspondences
between Hebrew sdg, ‘rightecusness’, and concepts which in Egypt

L. H. Spieckermann, Juda wnter Assur in der Sargonidenzeit (FRLANT,
Gauingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982).

2. J.McKay, Religion in Judah under the Assyrians (SBT, 2/26; Napervillg, IL:
AR, Allenson, 1973), pp. 32-35; M. Copan, Imperialistn and Religion (SBLMS,
19; Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1974).

3. The influence of Spieckermann on recent exegesis of 2 Kgs 23.11 is evident,
for example, in the commentary of E. Wiirthwein, Die Biicher der Konige: 1.Kdn.
17-2.Kin.25 (ATD, 11, 2; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 19843, p. 459.

4. McKay, Religion in Judah, pp. 32-35.

5. I Morgenstern and G, Ahlstrbm are ameng the more prominent carlier pro-
ponents of a direct association between Yahweh and the sun. Many of Morgenstern's
ideas ahout Yahweh and the sun are drawn together in s work entitled The Fire
upon the Alrer (Chicago, IL: Quadrangle Books, 1963). (For specific studies of
Morgenstern, sec later in this study.) In the case of Ahlstrdm, sce, for example, his
Psalm 89: Eine Liturgie aus dem Ritua! des leidenden Kinigs (Lund: CW.K,
Gleerup, 1959), p. 86.
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and Mesopotamia are linked with the sun god'; and (5) references 1o
both Heliopolis and Jerusalem as ‘city of righteousness’.?

To be sure, ne justice has been done to Stihli’s case for a close link
between Yahweh and the sun by offering a list so brief and partial.
Even on the basis of this partial list, however, there are many points
that one might wish to challenge. Moreover, it is fair to say that, on
the whole, the book falls short of offering a fully convincing case for
extensive overlapping between the cults of Yahweh and the sun.® This
is not to say, however, that several of the points raised by Stdhli
(along with other points which he does not incilude) do not merit
serious consideration.

Prevailing uncertainty regarding the relationship between the
warship of Yahweh and the sun in ancient Israel may be illustrated
further by noting a number of incongruities and interpretive and
methodotogical problems. To cite a general example, studies prior to
the 1980s that sought to establish the presence of a sun cult within
ancient Israelite religion are impressive by virtue of their sheer
numbers as well as the great variety of arguments which each adduces.
At the same time, however, many of these studies have often been
judged unimpressive by virtue of the presence of what many have
referred to as ‘fanciful” exegesis and conclusions which far exceed the
evidence.® Similarly, whereas there is a considerable amount of
archaeological evidence which is potentially relevant to the issue—for
example, horse figurines bearing ‘sun disks’, the royal Imlk jar
handles, seals from the Achaemenid period depicting bulls with sun
disks®>—this evidence has not always been considered or dealt with

1. For example, the fact thal ‘righteonsncss’ precedes Yahweh in Ps, 85,14 [13]
15 compared with Egyptian literature in which Maat goes before the sun god Re
(Stihli, Solare Elemente, p. 45).

2. Respectively, Isa. 19.18 and 1.26 (Stihli, Solare Elemente, pp. 39-45).

3. Sce. among others, my review of Stihli’s hook in JAOS 111 (1991),
pp. 128-31.

4. For criticisms, sec for cxample, McKay, Religion in Judah, pp. 114-15
n. 78; Johann Maier, ‘Die Sonne im religitsen Denken des antiken Judentums',
ANRW, 1L, 19/1, p. 351; and, in the case of Morgenslern (against whom the
criticism of fanciful exegesis is perhaps most often levelled), Suihli, Solare Elemente,
pp. 6-7.

5. Examples of other possibly suggestive data are gastward fucing lemples at
Arad, Beer-sheba, and Lachish (including the so-called Solar Shrine). (For
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judiciously. Moreover, even among professional archaceologists of
Syria-Palestine there are differences of opinion about how to assess
these and other archaeological data that possibly suggest the presence
of selar elements within the cult. Finally, although Stihli has
attempted to demonstrate the presence of a conflict between Yahweh
and the sun within the history of Israelite religion, his work, some
fifty pages in length, is more a helpful introdaction to the problem of
the interrelationship between the cults of Yahweh and the sun than an
exhaustive treatment of the subject.

Although these factors are perhaps sufficient alone to justify a fresh
study of the role of sun worship in ancient Israel, a number of other
considerations call for the study as well. To date there has been no
full-scale study devoted solely to the problem of sun worship in
ancient Israel.! Moreover, even though schelars have often used
archaeological evidence in discussing possible points of interaction
between a sun cult in ancient Israel and the cult of Yahweh, to my
knowledge this evidence has never been scrutinized as a whoele with a
view to addressing this problem in the history of Israelite religion.
The same situation prevails in the case of the biblical evidence.

It is the purpose of this book, then, to study the archaeological and
biblical evidence that bears on sun worship in ancient Israel, and to
focus in particular on the relationship between the cult of Yahweh and
worship of the sun. Moreover, since during the course of research I
found that relationship to be quite close (even to the extent that the sun
was identified with Yahweh), this study is also in effect an early
attempt to articulate some of the more important aspects of the nature
and history of what Zimmerli has already tentatively called a ‘solar
interpretation of Yahweh’,?

references, see the discussion of temple orientation offered in the next chapter.)

1. The few studies that have been done on solar elements in Hebrew religion
tend to fucus either on a later period or on an early period while nonetheless drawing
in large measure from evidence of that later period. A casc of the former is the work
of Maier (‘Die Sonne’) which devotes only three pages o biblical material and some
sixty to early and talmudic Judaism. Cases of the latter are the works of Smith
(‘Helios in Palestine’) and, 1o a lesser extent, Stihli {(Solare Elemenie).

2. W. Zimmerli, Ezekiel { {trans. R.E. Clemeats; Hermencia; Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1979 |1969]), p. 244, (Zimmerli prefaced his remark with the word
‘possibly’.)



1. Introduction 23

The book contains four chapters, including this Introduction and the
Conclusion. Chapter 2 is a study of archaeological evidence that is
possibly suggestive of a relationship between the worship of the sun
and the worship of Yahweh in ancient Israel, Chapter 3 is a study of
the biblical evidence and includes an examination of the following: (1)
all passages explicitly referring to the worship of the sun; (2) passages
or topics that seem helpful for discerning at least in broad terms the
nature and history of solar Yahwism.



Chapter 2

ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE

Among the rich insights that archaeology can provide is its own
portrait of sun worship in ancient Israel. This portrait, clear and
bright in some places, faint and almost unintelligible in others, must
be weighed carefully for its contribution to the understanding of the
relationship between Yahweh and the sun in ancient Israel.

The purpose of this chapter is to examine carefully the
archaeological cvidence that has been used (or, in the case of neglected
evidence, should be used) 1o contribute to the present state of the
question cencerning the presence of solar elements within ancient
Israchite religion. Each linc of evidence is examined in turn, starting
with a tenth-century cult stand from Taanach.

A Cult Stand from Tell Taanach

Important artefactual evidence suggestive of the presence of sun
worship in ancient Israel is a cult stand found during the 1968
excavations at Tell Taanach, en the southern side of the Valley of
Jezreel, some five miles southeast of Megiddo. The stand will be
cansidered in some detail.'

I. Discussions of this stand may be found in the loliowing sources:
W.G. Dever, *Asherah, Consort of Yahweh? New Evidence from Kuntillet “Ajrod’,
HASOR 255 (1984), p. 33 n. 24; A.E. Glock, ‘Taanach’, FAEAL 4 (1978),
p. 1147 idem, 'Taanach’, IDBSup, pp. 855-56; R. Hestrin, "Canaanite Cult
Stand’, in LY. O'Neill {ed.), Treasures of the Holy Land: Ancient Arr from the Israel
Museum (New York: Metropolitan Muscum of Art, 1986), pp. 161-63: idem, ‘'The
Cuit Stand from Ta'anach and its Religious Background', in E. Lipidski (ed.),
Studia Phoenicia V: Phoenicia and the East Medirerranean in the First Millennium
B.C., Proceedings of the Conference Held in Leuven from the 14th to the 16th of
November 1985 (OLA, 22; Leuven: Pectlers, 1987), pp. 61-77; P.W. Lapp, ‘A
Ritual Incense Stand from Taanak®, Qadmaonios 2 (1969}, pp. 16-17 [Hebrew];
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Description

First, a description of the stand is in order (see pls. 1a, 1b). The item
is made of clay and is slightly more than half a metre in height. This
talt rectangdlar stand is hollow and divided into four separate tiers,
each of which depicts a cultic scene with crudely fashioned figures:
animals, deities, and architectural features clearly characteristic of a
emple (for example, on the top tier, free-standing columns and what
appear to be altars). Unlike the front and sides, the back of the stand
bears no images, but is smooth and contains two roughly square-
shaped holes which remind one of fenestration typical in other culs
stands.!

At the front and centre in the bottom tier (tier four, numbered
from the top down) is a nude female figurine with arms outstretched,
each extending to the ears of lions (perhaps lionesses?) which stand on
either side of her and the sides of whose bodies are portrayed on the
sides of the stand.” Lions identical to those found on this feurth or
bottom tier (and in a similar flanking position) are found on the
second tier from the top and between these lions and at the centre is a
pair of thex with legs extending into a ‘tree of life’. No central figure
analogous to the nude female in tier four or the sacred tree in tier two
is found on the thied tier, but, like these other tiers, there 1s on either
side of this central (vacant) section a pair of animals, this time winged
sphinxes/cherubim, again with body sides portrayed on the sides of the
tier (see pls. la=1c¢). On the top or first tier, a pair of voluted columns
stands where the flanking animals were found on each of the three

idem, 'The 1968 Excavarions at Tell Tatannek’, BASOR 195 (1969), pp. 42-44;
W. A Maicr, 11, "Aserah: Extrabiblical Evidence (HSM, 37; Alanta: Scholars
Press, 1986), p. 168; and, most recently, Smith, Earfy History of God, pp. 19-20.
{An carlier version of the present discussion appeared in the form of an anicle entitled
‘The Tweo Earliest Known Representations of Yahweh', in L. Eslinger and
J.G. Taylor (eds.), Ascribe to the Lord: Bibiical and orher studies in memory of
P.C. Craigie [JSOTSup, 67; Shefficld: JSOT Press, 1988], pp. 557-66; cf. also
1.G. Taylor, "Yahweh and Asherah at Tenth Cenwury Taanach’, Mewsletrer for
Ugaritic Studies 37-38 [April-October 1987], pp. 16-18)

l.  For a photo, sec Hestrin, ‘Cult Siand (rom Ta'anach’, p. 64, fig. 3.

2. Hestrin, relying on the analysis of E. Cernov (but see p. 32 n. 2 below),
Jjudges the animals portrayed on the sides of both tiers two and four to be lioncsses
rather than lons because of the absence of a mane (*Cult Stand from Ta‘anach’,
p. 65; see also p. 31 n. 2 below.)

3. See Hestrin, ‘Cult Stand from Ta‘anach’, p. 66, lig. 4.
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tiers below. At the centre of this top tier is the side view of a loping
quadruped above which is a winged sun disk (see pl. 1d). On each of
the two sides of this tier is a side view of a winged griffin (cf.
pl. 1b).! Finally, at the very top of this stand and immediately above
tier one is a shallow square-shaped basin with rims decorated on the
outside with button-like emblems.

Archaeological and Historical Background

The cult stand was found at the bottom of a cistern shaft in the cultic
area in the southwest quadrant of the tell.2 Due 10 a soft layer of silt
below, the stand survived remarkably well a fall of ten metres down
the shaft and a subsequent downpour of collapsed bedrock into which
the cistern was originally cut.®> A cylindrical cult stand, chalices and
sherds (all of which were found lying in the same silt deposit as the
present cult stand) identify all of these objects with a nearby cache of
cultic objects dating to the late tenth century BCE and covered by a
destruction layer attributed to the campaign of Shishak.* This nearby
cache, discovered five years earlier by Lapp, was found in a
storercom which, together with a virtually empty room to the north
and probably an olive press two metres to the east of the storeroom,
are all that remains of the cultic area® Objects in the storeroom
include the following: a mould for the mass preduction of a female
figurine bearing a tambourine,® at least sixty ‘loom weights’,” spindie

Sce Hestrin, "Cult Stand from Ta'anach’, p. 63, fig. 2.
Lapp, ‘1968 Excavations’, p. 42.
Lapp, '1968 Excavalions’, p. 42; idem, "Ritual Incense Stand’. p. 16.

4, PW. Lapp, "The 1963 Excavation at Ta‘annek’, BASOR 173 (1964), p. 28;
idem, *1968 Excavations', p. 42; idem, ‘Ritual Incense Stand’, p. 16,

5. Onthe archaeological context of the cultic area, see Lapp. ‘1963 Excavation’,
pp. 26-32, 35-39; idem, ‘Taanach by the Waters ol the Megiddo®, BA 30 (1967),
pp. 17-27.

6. R. Amiran {"A Note on Figurines with “Disks™, Ef 8 [1967], pp. 99-100
[English summary, p. *71]} has argued that female figurines traditionally thought to
he ¢lasping a tambourine should properly be regarded as clasping a sun disk in light
of the discovery at Nimrud of an ivory plaque with a disk which she identifics as a
sun disk. Indeed, the finds at Nimrud aticst to the presence of a winged sun disk
with a female head (¢.p. M.E.L. Mallowan, Nimrud and its Remains [2 vols;
London: Collins, 1966], p. 497, ligs. 392-94). However, the Nimrud female
(known only on a plaque and not as a figurine) bears little resemblance to the fernale
figurincs clasping sun disks/tambourines. Morcover, these same discoveries at

[
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whorls, storage jars containing grain, 140 astragali of sheep or goats,!
bowls, cooking pots, a censer, at least seven knife blades, a sickle
blade, eight stone pestles, several stelae, a mace head, a toggle pin, a
stand and beads.?

Although it is possible that some of these features served a domestic
purpose, it is preferable to see the objects in the storeroom and the
olive press as facilities for the production (and perhaps sale) of items
needed within the cult® Thus understood, the ‘loom weights’ and
numereus spindle whorls could reflect the use of priestly garb, and the
olive press could indicate equally well the need of oil for lamps, grain
offerings or both.* The various cooking pots suggest consumption and
the knives intimate sacrifice or circumeision (or both),> The figurine
mould is also well suited to the interpretation that the stand was part
of a major cultic installation.®

Nimrud also aitest 10 the widespread representation of females bearing tambourines
(R.D. Barnett, A Caralogue of the Nimrud Ivories [London: British Museum
Publications, 2nd edn, 1975], pls. 16-17). Finally, D.R, Hillers (‘The Goddess
with a Tambounne’, CTM 41 (1870), pp. 606-19) has responded adequately to
several criticisms of the notion thal these figurines bear tambourines and points
further to one unambipucus case from Tell el-Farah (north} in which a female figurine
has the right hand extended over the round object as if to strike it like a tambourine
{Hillers, *Gaddess with 2 Tamourine', p. 98, fig. 5). At present, then, it is best 1o
consider the female as bearing a tambourine rather than a sun disk or some other
abject.

7. L.E. Stager and S.R. Wollf, ‘Production and Commerce in Temple
Courtyards’, BASOR 243 (1981), p. 98. J1.P. Dessel informs me that the
identificalion of these items as loom weights is uncertain,

1. That the astragali are those of pigs should no longer be maintained {(see, for
example, Stager and Wolff, "Temple Courtyards’, p. 100 n. 7).

2. Lapp, '1963 Excavation’, pp. 28, 35-37; Glock, 'Taanach’, p. 1147.

3. See Stager and WolfT, ‘Temple Courtyards', pp. 98-100.

4. Stager and WollT (*Temple Courtyards’, pp. 98-1{(0) note the use of holy
garb ai Kuntillet *Ajrod, and argue (or the presence of other olive installations used
for the purposes stated ahove at Dan, and, probably, Tell el-Farah (north).

5, Lapp, '‘By the Waters', p. 25.

6.  According to Lapp (‘By the Waters’, p. 23), assuming that the basin-like
structure (now thought 1o be the olive press) and the incense stand found earlier by
E. Sellin are associated with the cache (which Lapp elsewhere states as being prob-
able), ‘it seems preferable to envision an entire building devoted to cult rather than a
few rooms with stored cult material in an otherwise secular building”. The judgment
that the olive press and nearby cultic remains at Taanach likely reflect a large-scale
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A second factor relating to the context concerns the role of Taanach
in the late tenth century. According to | Kgs 4.12, Taanach was the
headquarters for Baana, the administrator who was directly respons-
ible to Solemon for the administration of the king's fifth district
which alse included most of the plain of Jezreel as far cast as Beth-
shan and a good deal of the western Jordan valley south of Beth-shan.!
Thus, although it may be that there is no more connection between
this cult centre and Solomon beyond this indirect administrative link,
it is possible that the cult centre at Taanach functioned under royal
administrative sanction.

Interpretation
The interpretation advocated in the present study is as follows. First,
Y. Yadin's suggestion? that the tiers represent temple scenes is almost
certainly correct; his view can be supported from the box- or
building-like shape of each tier, and, more importantly, from the
free-standing pillars flanking the quadruped-and-sun on the top tier
(that js, tier ong). Moreover, the pillars on the top tier, which are
clearly an architectural feature, set a clear precedent for also under-
standing the liens or cherubim in the same flanking position in the
tiers below as architectural features, an interpretation clearly support-
able from the fact that both free-standing pillars and large animal
orthostats are characteristic of Syro-Palestinian temple architecture.?
The pillars, lionesses and cherubim on these ders thus ‘house’ the
deities represented by the winged sun above the quadruped (tier one),
the sacred tree (tier two) and the nude female (tier four).*

Secondly, as noted already, there is general agreement that the same
deity, Asherah, is represented in tiers two and four; the figures of the
sacred tree with ibex in tier two and the nude female in tier four are

cultic instatlation has also been expressed by L.E. Stager (personal communication).

. Y. Aharomi, The Land of the Bible (Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
rev. cdn, 1979), p. 313

2. Cited in Lapp, ‘1968 Excavations’, p. 44,

3.  See further Lapp, ‘1968 Excavations’, p. 44. For a few cxamples, see
ANEP, figs. 644, 646-47, and Y. Yadin ez ol., Hazor I (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1958),
pls. 29-30, 181.

4. The problem of the absence of a deity in ticr three will be addressed later in
this section.
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two common ways of representing Asherah.! Moreover, as Dever has
noted, Asherah is referred to as the ‘lion-lady’,? and this corresponds
extremely well with the lionesses chosen to flank the deity on these
two tiers. Furthermore, to make it clear to the observer that the same
deity is represented on tiers two and four, albeit in two different
ways, the lioness pairs flanking the deity on each of these tiers are
almost identical.’ Thus, although the sacred tree {clearly Asherah) and
the nude female might independently represent different deities (in the
case of the nude female, Astarie, for example), the only deity likely 1o
be represented as both nude female and sacred tree, in each case
flanked by virtually identical pairs of lionesses, is Asherah.

To this point in time the identity of the deities represented on tiers
one and three has proved problematic. The following observations,
based on the structure of the stand itself, are consonant with the view
that the deity represented on these two tiers is in fact Yahweh. Tiers
three and one are examined in turn,

In tier three (see pl. 1c) there is an exception to a clear pattern
noted in all other tiers. Unlike the other tiers, it contains no represent-
ation of a deity between the architectural features appropriate for that
deity (as was seen, for example, in the case of Asherah between the
lioness orthostats on tiers two and four). In tier three, then, the deity
one expects to find between the two cherubim is notably ‘absent’.
Moreover, as a close examination of the stand reveals, the central
deity is not just missing, but in fact was never portrayed. In view of
the pattern just observed, the following question may be asked;
What west-Semitic deity might be represented at Israelite Taanach in
the late tenth century BCE by an ‘invisible” deity posed between two
cherubim? A clear answer, of course, is immediately apparent:
“Yahweh of Hosts who dwells (between) the cherubim’.* Consideration

1. Sece. for exampie, Hestrin, *Cult Stand from Ta'anach', pp. 67-71, 74.
Further on Asherah, sce J. Day, ‘Asherah in the Hebrew Bible and Northwest
Semitic Liwerature’, JBL 105 {1986}, pp. 385-408, csp. 403-406; Maier, 'Aserah;
and S.M. Olyan, Asherah and the Cuit of Yahweh in Israel (SBLMS, 34; Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1988).

2. Dever, ‘Consort of Yahweh?', p. 33 n. 24; of, Hestrin, ‘Cult Stend from
Ta'anach’, pp. 67-71.

3. The same argument has been made independently by Hestrin, *Cult Stand
from Ta'anach’, p. 77.

4. Inhght of the present interpretation, the words of T. Mettinger regarding the
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of the structure of the stand, its Yahwistic context,' and its icono-
graphy, then, sirongly suggest that tier three is an iconographic
representation of Yahweh of Hosts, the unseen God who resides
among the cherubim, the earliest ‘representation’ of Yahweh known in
the archaeological record.

Finally, how is tier one te be interpreted (pl. 1d)? No interpretation
can be offered without determining first the identity of the quadruped
below the winged sun disk, and here a debate arises about whether
the animal is a calf or an equid.? For exampie, according to
R. Hestrin of the Israel Museum, the quadruped on the top tier is a
calf* (which she interprets as Baal-Hadad).* However, upon consulting
two experts in the study of large mammals, C.8. Churcher and

aniconic God in ancient Esrael are noteworthy: “The official cult was carly [that is,
early monarchic, the lime of the Taanach cult stand] aniconic: over the cherub throne
and ark, the ged of Isracl was enthroned in unseen majesty. The place usually
occupied by the deity is empty’ (T. Meutinger, “The Velo on Images and the
Aniconic God in Ancient Tsrael’, in FL Biezas [ed.]. Religious Symbols and their
Functions [Uppsala: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1979], p. 27).

l.  On the basis of Judg. 1.27 a fow scholars {e.g. LH. Tipay, You Shall Have
No Other Gods [HSS, 31; Atlama: Scholars Press, 1986], pp. 92-93) have raised
the notion that the cult stand might have belonged to a *Canaanite’ population rather
than an Tsraclite group, as W.G. Dever and others maintain. However, as A. Mazar
has noted recently, although some of the unconquered cities mentioned in Judg.
1.27-35 and Josh. 13.2-6 show the presence of Canaanite culiure with elements
charactenstic of the Sea Peoples in the Iron I Period, Taanach is not among them. In
Mazar's words, ‘at Taanach the Canaanite cily seems to have been destroyed at the
end of the Lale Bronze Ape and replaced by an Israclile village' (A. Mazar,
Archaeology of the Land of the Bible [ABRL; Doubleday: New York, 1990],
p. 333}, In short, T am aware of no dispute among archacologisis concerning the
essentialty Tsraelite character of Taanach by the fate wenth century, the tme of the cult
stand fcf. Josh. 12.21a, 21.25a; } Kpgs 4.12). Whilst this does not rule out entirely
the possibility that the shrine might stll belong to some Canaanile enclave within the
city, the imagery of ter three of an invisible deity in association with twa cherubim
is, at least to my mind, unmistkably characteristic for an Israelite group of the early
monarchic period.

2. The opinion of Lapp (‘1968 Excavations’, p. 44) and Hestrin (for which see
the next footnote), for example, is that it is a calf; the view of Glock ("Taanach’,
p- 1147) is thal the animal is sn equid,

3. Hestrin, ‘Cult Stand from Ta‘anach’, p. 67 n. 7.

4. Hestrin, ‘Canaanite Coli Stand’, pp. 161-63; idem, ‘Cult Stand from
Ta‘anach’, p. 75.
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P.W. Physick-Sheard,' each judged independently and with a
reasonable degree of certainty that the animal was an equine creature
rather than a bovine animal.? On the basis of anatomical® and other

1. The former is Professor of Zoology at the University of Toronto and of
Vertebrate Pateontology at the Royal Ontario Museum, Toronto, and has published a
number of articles that consider the depicting of large mammals in ancient Near
Eastern art. The latter is Professor in the Department of Clinical Studies at the Ontario
Veterinary College, University of Guelph, Ontario, and a specialist in targe mammals
such as cows and horses. Both were given a four-by-six-inch photograph of the
front panel of the wp tier (pl. 1d), as well as a photo of the whole stand (counesy of
the Tsrael Antiquitics Authorily).

2. Note, for example, the prominent hooves, and tail not roped and hairy only at
the end as on 2 calf, hut hairy to the croup as on a horse. The following are important
excerpts from the written cvaluation of Physick-Sheard: *The animal on the stand has
a tail whose fullness from the base would suggest a member of the cquidae. ..
[Regarding the ears,) their relatively ereet position would be most compatible with an
cquing rather than a hovine. Ears on all ungulates are positioned laterally... The
animal appears to have rather a long muzzle and a strong angle to the jaw, features
which are more prominent features of equidae than bovidae. The flat upper part of the
head from forehead to murzle also implies an equid. .. In summary. .. the impression
given on general cxamination is that of a calf. However, critical evaluation of severat
individual features and some interpretation leads me to suggest that this is an equine
figure, though somewhat crude.” (Physick-Sheard’s staterment, ‘the impeession given
on general cxamination is that of a calf”, was probably made in deference 1o those
who regard the animal s a young holl.y Regarding the opinion of Hestrin (personal
communication} that the bony protrusion of the head above the eyes is typical in
depictions of calves in ancient Near Eastern art, this protrusion appears to be simply
the hreadih of the forehead shown in an attempt to portray mote than a simple side
view of the head as is indicatid by the depicton of both ears.

Even if the quadruped were a calf, an association with Yahweh would by no
means be mled out, & point argued in an caclier version of this rescarch read at the
Albright Institute and also cxpressed by D.N. Freedman in a letter written on 26
January 1988: 'Even if the animal in question were a bull, that would hardly weaken
the case for identification with Yahweh, whose animal symbois, especially in the
northern kingdam, were precisely “calves,” that is, immature hulls (hence the
absence of horns)’. (Freedman adds, °T think you are right that only Asherah is
represented in this stand, and the male deity 15 Yahweh'.)

3. Hestrin admits, ‘Some scholars have suggesied in discussions that it [the
“auli”] should be identified as a horse”, but responds, ‘but an impertant element—the
mane-—is missing’ {"Cult Stand {from Ta‘anach', 67 n. 7). The response, however,
is based upon one criterion, the mane, which could have been omitted in a crude
portrayal (note that only on assumption that the animals on tiers (wo and four are
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fairly objective considerations,’ then, the animal may be judged 10 be
an equid, a view supported by all the animal experts who have
examined the stand thus far.?

When the less popular view that the animal is an equid is now taken
seriously, there arises a clear and rather obvious biblical parallel to
the Yahwistic scene on the top tier of the stand, 2 Kgs 23.11, part of
the description of the Deuteronomistic reform programme:

And he [Josiah] removed the horses that the kings of Judah had dedicated
t the sun, al the entrance 1o the house of the Lord, by the chamber of
Nathan-melech the chamberlain, which was in the precincts; and he
bumed the chariots of the sun with fire.?

More will be said about 2 Kgs 23.11 in the next chapter; suffice it to
observe here that the scene depicted on the top tier of the cult stand is
remarkably similar to the scene described in this passage. Points of
commonality include a monarchic Israelite context, association with a
shrine (in each case with two free-standing pillars, and association
more specifically with the ‘entrance’® of the shrine), and the

‘Honesses' can one arpue that manes were noL similarly lett oft the fions ). In either
case, as the preceding footnote makes clear, a combination of several faclors strongly
favours the identification of the animal in question as a horse.

L. For onc thing, hased upon the well-known solar affinitics of the griffin, 2 sun
horse is more likely 10 appear in association with it than a young bull. (By contrast,
Hestrin's case for a Jink between the griffin and Baal [*Culi Stand from Ta‘anach’,
p. 76} is somewhat tenuous [but sce ahead notes on the griffin].) And secondly,
scveral problems have been raiscd recently with the notion, implied by Hestrin's
analysis, of a close link between Baal and Asherah in the Tron Age (see, for example,
Olyan, Asherah and the Cuft of Yahweh, pp. 38-61). Rather, the evidence at present
peints towards an affinity between Yahweh and Asherah in the same period.

2.  Although Hestrin (*Cult Stand from Ta‘anach’, p. 65 n. 3) strongly implies
indebtedness to Professor E. Cernov of the Hebrew University for the identification
of the animal as a ‘calf’, Cernov denies ever having examined any of the animals on
the stand (oral communication).

3. RSV. The Hebrew text reads: wayvasbet ‘et hassusim '%Ser ndt®ni maiké
Yohadd laifemel mibbs bér YHWH ‘el lfhat n'ran melek hassdris ““fer
bapparwdarim w* et mark bt haifemes saap b 'és.

4. 2 Kgs 23.11 locates the horse al the mihbd™ ‘entrance’ Lo the temple (on
which see the discussion in Chapter 3). Similarly, the free-standing pillars {(to which
Hestrin compares the pillars Jachin and Boar of the Solomonic temple) situate the
horse in the cult stand ata point just oulside the temple. Note also that the forehead,
muzzle, and left-front leg appear to place the Taanach horse in front of the piflars and
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prominence of a horse or horses in relation to a cult involving the
sun. When in the case of the Taanach cult stand one adds to these
affinities with 2 Kgs 23.11 less obvious imagery relating specifically
to chariots of the sun' as well as other imagery linking the stand with
the temple of Sclomon (that is, tier three}, it is reasonable to suppose
that the top tier of the Taanach cult stand is a precursor from
Solomonic times of a Yahwistic solar rite that has been attested so far
for the Jerusalem temple only as late as the seventh century BCE.?
There are other reasons for supposing that tier one is a cultic scene
in which Yahweh is represented by the sun, First, in light of the
Yahwistic context in which the stand was found, it is logical to
suppose that there would be in the top (and thus, presumably, the most
important) tier* a cultic scene representing Yahweh, Secondly, that
Yahweh is featured on top of the stand is suggested by the structurc of
the stand; since the same deity (Asherah) is represented on alternate
ticrs two and four, one naturally expects the pattern of alternation to
continue through the representation of the same deity (Yahweh) cn the
other pair of alternate ticrs, one and three.* Thirdly, as is well known,

not between them. Thus, whereas the sun uself was perhaps thought to reside in the
temple, the equid is outsidk, at the entrance to the wemple.

I. T refer wo the presence ol griffins on the sides of the top tier which were
understood to draw the chariot of the sun god (E.R. Goodenough, Jewish Symbols
in the Greco-Roman Period |13 vols.; Bollingen Scries, 37; Princeton, NIt Princeton
Universily Press, 1953-1968), VIII, p. 145). {Further on the griffin, sce nowes
ahead.) At any rate, the presence of the imagery of a chariot drawing the sun pod
akin to that found in 2 Kgs 23.11 appears o be assured by the presence of the gniffin
as well as the cquid.

2. Although scholars often attribute the presence of the horses and chariot(s) to
Manassch. DH itself attributes these solar apparatuses to the "kings' (plural) of
Judah, impiying a long-standing tradition. (DH of course secms (o implicate
Manassch wherever possible, but not here.) (Sce further the discussion of sun
worship in DH, Chapler 3.}

3. Interestingly, Hestrin also assumed the top tier to be the most important,
though indicative of Bual (*Cult Stand from Ta'anach’, pp. 75. 77). Her siatement,
‘the winged sun-disk symbolized the supreme god in the Mesopotamian, Hittie and
Canaanite pantheons’ (“Cult Stand from Ta'anach’, p. 75) might apply no less in the
case of the God of Isracl.

4. The pattern of alternation may be even more specific: just as Asherah was
portrayed ‘in person” and in symbol on the alternate tiers four and two respectively, so,
too, Yahweh is depicted ‘in person’ and in symbol on Lhe atternaie tiers three and one.
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the pairing of Yahweh and Asherah (or asherah, but in either case a
reference to the deity) is attested at a later period on inscriptions from
both Kuntillet ‘Ajrod' and Khirbet el-Qom.? Fourthly, the earliest
written testimony 1o the nature of Yahwism in the area of Taanach,
Judges 5, shows evidence of an inlense struggle with mythological
notions asseciated with Canaanite deities and goes so far as to describe
Yahwism in astral (though not specifically solar) terms (cf. the sun
disk in tier one).® Finally, in view of the presence of both Yahweh and
Asherah on the other tiers of this stand, not to have Yahweh ponrtrayed
on the top and most prominent tier would be strange indeed. Thus,
whilst it may be difficult to recognize Yahweh in this depiction which
predatcs Deuteronomistic censoring (compare 2 Kgs 23.11 nonethe-
less), there are good reasons to identify him with the imagery on the
top tier of the Taanach stand.

A final means of testing this interpretation of the top tier is offered
by the griffin, the animal chosen to complete the scene with horse,
temple entrance and sun. Are the mythological connotations associated
with the griffin consisient with the view that the top tier represents a
deity with a solar character? The following overview suggests that
they are.

Attested in Mesopotamia as early as the beginning of the third
millennium BCE, and represcnted later across the ancient Near East

1. The biblingraphy on these inscriptions and the controversy they have
generaled are now immense, On the reading of the “freh at Kuntillet *Ajrdd as *his
[that is, Yahweh's] Asherah |or, perhaps preferably, asherahl’, scc the recent
overviews of Qlyan, Asherah and the Cult of Yahweh, pp. 23-37, and Smith, Early
History of God, pp. 85-88.

2. Sce for example Dever, “Consort of Yahweh?', pp. 21-22, 30-32. On the
reading fyhwh and I'Srth in the el-Q0m inscription, sce, for example, A. Lemaire,
‘Les inscriptions de Khirbetr el-Q6m ot 1"ashérah de YHWIT, RB 84 (1977),
pp- 597-608; J. Naveh, ‘Graffiti and Dedications’, BASOR 235 (1979), pp. 27-30.

3. Judg. 5.20. (Nowe also the mention of *new gods™ in v. § and the specific
mention of ‘sun’ in v. 31 which, though probably later than the poem itself, was
clearly deemed appropriate.) On the presence of Canaanite itnagery in the Song of
Deharah, see. for example, P.C. Craigic. 'Deborah and Anat: A Stody of Poetic
Imagery (Judpes 5, ZAW 94 (1978), pp. 374-81; 5.G. Dempster, "Mytholopy
and History in the Song of Deborab’, WTJ 41 (1978), pp. 33-53; L.G. Taylor,
‘The Song of Deborah and Two Canaanite Goddesses™, JSOT 23 (1982), pp. 99-
108; and S. Ackerman’s paper, ‘Baal, Anal and the Song of Deborah’, read at the
199 Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Lilerature.
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and the Graeco-Roman world, the gritfin' conveyed a broad range of
notions.? Fortunately for the present purpose, the context in which the
griffins occur on the Taanach cult stand limits the range of probable
significances to two. First, Borker notes that in Syria the griffin is
associated with fertility, as evidenced for example in the portrayal of
a griffin on a bowl from Ugarit.* This association is possibly relevant
to the cult stand in view of the presence on tiers two and four of
Asherah, a goddess associated with fertility. Secondly, the griffin has a
clear and widespread affinity with solar deities,* including the notion,

1. Among the more important works on the early history and significance of the
griffin are the following: W. Barta, 'Der Greif als bildhafier Ausdruck einer
aitigyptischen Religionsvorstellung, JEOL 23 (1973-74), pp. 335-57; A.M. Bisi,
11 grifone: Storia di un motive iconografico nelf aniico oriente meditteraneo {Swdi
semitici, 13; Rome: Centro di studi semitict, 1965); ). Borker, ‘Greif”, Realfexicon
der Assyriologie, 11, pp. 633-39; Ingeborg Flagge, Untersuchungen zur Bedeutung
des Greifen (Sankt Augustin: H. Richarz, 1975). On the role of the griffin in Egypt,
sec E. Eggebrecht, ‘Greil', LA 2 (1977), pp. 895-96. Far a convenient summary of
the griffin as a Jewish symbel. see also Goodenough, Jewish Symbols, VIII,
pp. 142-46.

2. See especially Barta, "Der Greif”, pp. 348-57; Bérker, ‘Greif”, pp. 636-39;
and Flagge, Unrersuchungen. In addition 10 the ideas conveyed by the griffin, the
beust alse attends or represents the following deilies: Osiris, Seth and Horus in the
Egyptian rcalm; and Sol-Helios, Dionysius, Nemesis and (especially) Apollo in the
Graeco-Roman world.

3. Barker (*Greil™, p. 638) also mentions that in Crete the gritfin is associated
wilh the pomia thergn, "mistress of wild beasts’,

4. Forexample, W. Barta ("Der Greil", p. 356} argues that in ancient Egypt the
grilfin, the mighticst beast on carth and unrivalled recompenser, was thought to be
the incarnation of the sun deity and the exccalor of this god’s will on carth, Barta
hases his conviction primarily on a demotic papyrus of the second century CE in
which this identifcation is made, but he also feels that this identification existed in
carlier periods as well. For the text, see W. Spicgelberg (ed.), Der dgyptische
Mythus vom Sonnenouge nach dem leidener demotischen Papyrus I 384 (2 vols,;
Strasshurg: R, Schuliz, 1917)., pp. 38-41 (cols. 14.13-15.24). When this evidence
is combined with the witness of the cult stand which puts the sun and griffin together
in the same temple scene, it is reasonable w judge that here the griffin plays one of its
known roles in association with the solar deity, such as protector, ‘executor of the
will of the sun god' or cven symbol of the sun nself {cf. Eggebrecht, *Greif,
p. 895},

Many scholars of course have drawn attention to an association between griffins
and the solar deity in Greek mythelogy. where griffing are most commonly associ-
ated with Apollo. That Apollo was cventually ideatificd with the sun god is
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though attested so far only at a later period, of drawing the chariot of
the sun god. This is even more relevant because the griffin shares the
top tier with an equid and the sun. Thus, if my interpretation is
correct that the top tier portrays a deity with solar wraits, a griffin is
precisely the kind of animal that we might expect to complete the
scene conveyed on the tep tier.'

In my judgment, then, the iconography of the Taanach cult stand is
an early monarchic represemtation of Yahweh and Asherah, the
former of whom is conveyed alternatively by means of an invisible
deity posed between two cherubim, classical imagery of the temple in
biblical tradition, and by means of the sun along with one of the
horses that drew it in a chariot, imagery reluctantly admitted by DH
(but to its credit) for the temple of Yahweh in 2 Kgs 23.11. While |
do not expect this interpretation to be widely accepted without
reference to evidence adduced elsewhere in this book, at this early
point in the present study it is perhaps worth asking, in the case of
2 Kgs 23,11, what deity other than Yahweh would be drawn by the
‘chariots of the sun’—not a recent innovation of Manasseh, at least
according to v. 11—at the entrance to his own tempie? And similarly
in the case of the Taanach cult stand, what deity other than Yahweh
would be represented on the top tier of the cult stand, have his cult
symbols form an alternate representation to the imagery of an invisible
god who resides among the cherubim, and be paired with Asherah?

unquestioned, resulting, for example, in the widespread confusion of Apelle and
Helios, the latter of whom came 1o be associated with grilfing as well. Although mast
classical scholars 1oday doubt that Apollo should ever have been identified with the
sun, it is sufficient for the present purposes to note that this understanding not only
prevailed in Hellenistic and imperial times but can be traced back to as early as the
tifth century BCE (sce, for example. H.J. Rosc and C.M. Robertson, ‘Apollo’,
2CH, p. 82). The connection between Apollo and griffing is thus suggestive and,
when combined with the Egyptian evidence (as well as a possible solar origin for the
common association of griffins with both light and passage to the life beyond), the
conviction of many scholars that there was an important and ancient connection
between the griffin and the solar deity seems justificd.

1. la fairness to the view of Hestrin that the top tier represents Baal-Hadad, one
of the griffin's roles in Mesopotamia included drawing the chanot of the weather god
Adad (Borker, ‘Greif”, p. 636). However, particularly if [ am right that the animal at
the front of the 1op tier is not a young bull {(and perhaps even if T am wrong), then
there is little reason apart from this auested role for believing that Baal is represented
on this cult stand.
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To conclude, the cult stand discovered by the gifted young
archaeologist P. Lapp in 1968 apparently bears witness to yet another
cult of Yahweh and Ashersh, this time at a large-scale cultic centre
which perhaps functioned under (at least indirect) royal administrative
sanction during the reign of Solomon.! If the hypothesis offered here
is correct, the Taanach cult stand implies a sclar interpretation of
Yahweh (tier one) and, in turn, a rather direct association between
this understanding of Yahweh and the epithet ‘Yahwch of Hosts’, the
invisible god who dwells among the cherubim {tier three).

A Terraconta Equid from Hazor

Another artefact that might imply the presence of solar elements in
ancient Israelite religion is a terracotta figurine which was found in an
Israelite stratum at Hazor. This smali figurine portrays an animal with
a disk-like symbol on its forehead (see fig. 1).> According to
Y. Yadin, the chief excavator of Hazor, the figurine is either a horse
(Yadin’s early view)? or a bull (his later opinion).* In the event that
the former view is correct, Yadin claims that this figurine is indicative
of the sun cult known to have connections with horses and chariots.”
In the event that the latter is correct, Yadin argues that this must be
the bull of the weather god, Hadad, whom Yadin identifies as the deity
with circle-and-cross on its breast standing on a bull in area H, dated
to the end of the thirteenth century BCE. Once again it becomes
important to determine whether or not the animal is an equid.

In the opinion of both C.S. Churcher and P.W. Physick-Sheard

1. Cf.1Kgs4.12 in context. Since the stand was found underneath an ash layer
dating to the campaign of Shishak, it is also possible {but less likely) that this cult
stand dales to early in the reign of Jeroboam L

2. For a drawing and pholo of the figurine, see Y. Yadin ef af., Hazor If
(Jerusalem: The Magnes Press of the Bebrew University, 1960), pls. 103.9
(drawing}, 163.12, 13 (photographs}. For photographs, see, for example,
Y. Yadin, Hazor: The Head of all those Kingdoms {The Schweich Lectures of the
British Academy, 197}, Landon: Oxford University Press, 1972), pl. 19¢; idem,
Huazor: The Rediscovery of a Great Citade! of the Bible (New York: Random House,
1975), p. 186.

3. Yadin, Grear Citadel of the Bible, p. 189.

4. Yadin, Great Citadel of the Bible, p. 189,

5. Yadin, Great Citade! of the Bible, p. 189,
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(whom 1 consulied also regarding the top tier of the Taanach cult
stand)}, there can be little or no room for doubt that the animal is an
equid and not a bovine creature. Thus Churcher’s judgment, based
upon examination of several photographs including the large scale
colour entargement in Yadin's popular work on Hazor was that the
animal was ‘not at all likely’ to be a bull or cow, but was rather an
equid. The similar analysis of Physick-Sheard is as follows:

There is no doubt in my mind that this is a sculpturc of pact of a horse’s
head. The erect and dorsal position of the cars and relatively lateral
placement of the eyes ogether with the Nat line of the forchead are to me
equine features.!

Moreover, although Yadin was later inclined towards the view that the
animal was a bull becavse of the triangular marking on this animal's
forehead found on depictions of cows or bulls in ancient Near Eastern
art,? he fails to account for the two inscribed dots in the middle of the
triangle on the Hazor figurine which are uncharacteristic of bull
depictions and which in fact rule out the possibility that the triangle
represents a colour mark on the beast.> Rather, the two dots suggest
that the triangular marking represents a trapping, for which there is
an extremely close parallel on a horse figurine from Samaria.? The
trapping on the Samarian horse dangles from below the brow band of
its bridle and is positioned between the eyes as is the case with the
animal from Hazor. The presence of a brow band on the animal from

1. Excerpt from a letter writien on 19 November 1986, So sure was Physick-
Sheard that the Hazor figurine was a horse that he thought that the request to identify
the animal was my way of testing the validity of his judgment regarding the animal
on the top tier of the Taanach cult stand.

2. Yadin. Grear Ciradel of the Bible, p. 18Y; idem, Head of all those
Kingdoms, pp. 145-46 n. 1. That the sun disk as incised disk-and-cross on this
horse is similar Lo that found on the deity associated with the bull Hadad in Area H at
an earlier date can be explained simply on the basis of continuity in the expression of
a common motif (that is, the sun disk) at the same site.

3. Even if the triangular-shaped object were 10 denote a mark on the animal, a
colour patch on the forchead of g horse, a blaze, is at least as common on a horse as
itis on a cow or bull.

4. See E. Mavar, ‘Archaevlogical Evidence for the “Cows of Bashan™ who Are
in the Mountains of Samaria’, in B. Akzin er al. (eds.), Festschrift: Réuben Hecht
(Jerusalem: Korén Publishers, 1979}, pp. 151-52. (I am indebled to J. Magness-
Sweeney for directing my attention to this figurine.)
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Hazor is significant in itself; not only does it offer a perfect parallel to
the horse figurine from Samaria (as well as another),! but it indicates
that the animal in question is wearing a bridle. Since bovidae are not
controlied by means of a bit and reins (which a bridle holds in place),
the animal must be a horse.? Moreover, the presence of trappings on
the animal also indicates that the equid either bore a rider or, more
likely in view of the absence of a rider and the presence of the cult
symbol of the sun,* drew a chariot, presumably that of the sun god.
The archaeological context must be examined in order to determine
further the significance of this artefact. This piece was found in a
complex of rooms located some five metres west of a casemate wall of
the Upper Citadel, and just south of a large city gate.* The complex of
rooms, consisting of an eastern and western unit, underwent three
changes in floor plan over a period of some sixty years between about
945 and 885 BCE, when the last of these phases, 9A, was destroyed by
Ben-Hadad of Aram.> The presence of domestic items in the rooms
suggested to Yadin that the complex was a dwelling, which, in view of
its strategic location (that is, near the city gate) and its large number
of small rooms, he judged tentatively to be a ‘barracks’.® The horse
figurine with disk was found in Room 217b, in the southeastern part
of the western unit of this complex.” Assuming that each of the three

1. Sce IW. Crowfoot, G.M. Crowfoot and K.M. Kenyon, The Obfects from
Samariu (Samaria-Schaste: Reports of the Work of the Joinmt Expedition in 1931—
1933 and of the British Expedition in 1935, no. 3; Londan: Palestine Exploration
Fund, 1954}, p. 77, fig. B.2.

2. For example, of the figurines of twao horses and of two cows/bulls from Deir
*Alla published by H.). Franken {("The Excavations at Deir “AllR", VT 10 [1960],
pl. 15), both horses (much like the Hazor horse in appearance) wear a brow band,
as does the Hazor figurine. whereas neither bullfcow bears a brow hand, but only a
nosc hand. Morcover, | was not able io (ind 2 singlg case in which a cow or bull was
portrayed with a brow hand. As is the case leday, it appears, then, that the brow
band was vsed for holding the bndle of 2 horse sccurely, but was not necessary on a
halter which is used simply to lead the animal,

3. A common sun symbol, the cross in a circle is atiested in as far away contexts
as Scandinavia (J.R. Bram, ‘Sun’, in M. Eliadc [ed.]. Encyclopedia of Religion
[New York, MacMillan, 19871, X1V, p. 134},

4. Yadin, Hewd of all those Kingdoms, pp. 142-43; cf, pls. 27A, B.

5. Yadin, Head of all those Kingdoms, p. 143,

6. Yadin, Head of all thase Kingdoms, p. 144,

7. Yadin, Head of all these Kingdoms, p. 143, fig. 33, p. 144 0. 1.
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phases between Stratum 10B and Stratum 8 had a life of roughly
twenty vears, the object, dating to the middle of these three phases
(Stratumm 9B), would then belong to some time between about 925 and
905 BCE, either at the end of the reign of Solomon or during the rule
of Jeroboam 1. The domestic context, then, suggests that this figurine
is a manifestation at the end of the tenth century, or the beginning of
the ninth, of some aspect of personal religion. Moreover, that the
figurine perhaps belonged te an individual associated with the king’s
army suggests also that the object might reflect a popular religious
notion associated specifically with royal religion, although this is little
more than a guess on the basis of context.

Not only the context but also the previous study of the Taanach cult
stand sheds light on the significance of the figurine. The cult stand
provides further support for Yadin’s initial and independent judgment
that the figurine from Hazor attests to the presence of a sun cult
associated with the horse and chariot. Moreover, since the cult stand
bears imagery similar to that on the figurine, and comes from a
similar context (that is, northern, Yahwistic and of similar date), it
provides a context for understanding the nature of that sun cult. In
light of that context it is reasonable to suppose that the disk-bearing
horse figurine from Hazor attests further to the presence in the north
of a solar clement within Yahwism of the late tenth century in which
Yahweh was associated with the sun and drawn by an equid. Whereas
at ‘Taanach these clements cxisted within the context of public worship
at a large-scale sanctuary perhaps under royal administrative sanction,
at Hazor these elements are further attested within the context of
private religious devotien, but, again. with possible links with royal
religion,

A Selar Symbol for the Roval Israclite Seal?

In an article that appeared in 1970, A.D. Tushingham' claimed that a
seal of a winged scarab which he had acquired and some nine seal
impressions found likely in association with the palace complex
al Samaria bore the ‘State Seal of the kingdom of Israel...the

1. A.D. Tushingham, ‘A Royal Tsraelite Seal (?) and the Royal Jar Handle
Stamps (Part One)’, BASOR 200 (1970), pp. 71-78; idem, 'A Royal Israelite Seal
{7) and the Royal Jar Handle Stamps (Part Two)’, BASQR 201 (1971), pp. 23-35.
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four-winged flying scarab with sun-balls clasped between fore and
hind legs'.! In support of his case, Tushingham cites the following
evidence: (1) the possibly royal palatial context in which impressions
from Samaria were found;® (2) the lack of an inscription on the
seal/seal impressions, suggestive that the owner of the seal was a
known entity such as royalty {which in turn would explain why no
seal or impression belonging to a named king of Israel or Judah has
ever been found);® (3) the presence of the winged scarab on the royal
Judaean ‘/mik’ jar handles, the occurrence of which together with
another emblem, the two-winged sun disk, can be explained on the
basis of the assumption that the four-winged emblem was the old
symbol of the northern kingdom and the two-winged emblem that of
the southern kingdom.*

A. Millard challenged Tushingham’s claim to have found the royal
Israelite seal on the following grounds: (1) the focation of the nine
impressions in association with the palace at Samaria provides no
conclusive evidence concerning either the prevalence or the proven-
ance of the impressions; (2) on the analogy of Assyrian royal seals,
the Israclite seal would probably have been inscribed, but could be
uninscribed if the significance of the emblem chosen was ‘unmistak-
ably regal’ which the winged scarab is not; and (3) Tushingham’s
assurnption that the royal emblems on the Imlk jar handles had been
out of use in the period of Assyrian vassalage and thus required the
reminder [mlk, ‘(pertaining) to the king', when reissued is very
doubtful because Assyrian policy did not require of its vassal states the
revocation of their national emblems.*

In spite of the many suggestive arguments of Tushingham, there is,
following Millard, insufficient evidence to identify with any degree of
certainty the four-winged scarab as the royal emblem of the kingdom
of Israel.* Howcver, although the four-winged solar emblem cannot

I.  Tushingham, ‘Royal Israelitc Seal (Part One)’, p. 77.

2. Tushingham, ‘Royal Israclite Seal (Part One)’, p. 74.

3. Tushingham, ‘Royal Israelite Seal (Part One)’, pp. 76-74.

4. Tushingham, ‘Royal Israelite Seal (Part One)’, pp. 77-78; idem, ‘Royal

Israelite Scat {(Part Two)', pp. 23-35.

3. AR. Millard, ‘An Israglite Royal Seal”, BASGR 208 (1972), pp. 5-9.

6. Sce Millard, ‘Israclite Royal Scal?” In spile of the validity of Millard’s
criticisms, it is nonetheless striking that the seal is uninscribed. However, beyond
this Tushingham’s only evidence for the seal as a royal Israelite emblem is the
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be accepted at present as the symbel of Israel, its function as a royal
emblem of Judah, clearly evident from the royal jar handles of the
southern kingdom, is relevant and will thus be examined in the
discussion of these jar handles that follows.

The Imlk Jar Handles and the Royal Emblem
of the Kingdom of Judah

First discovered in Jerusalem by Captain Charles Warren on 19
January 1869, jar handles of the so-called Imlk type have generated a
lengthy discussion,! Most of the discussion to this point has focused on
the date of these jar handles and on the particular purpose which the
jars served. Of greater relevance for this study, however, is the
iconography of the jar handles: a two-winged sun disk and a four-
winged scarab (see, for example, figs. 2 and 3 respectively). These
emblems are potentially relevant because they are both solar in
character and yet clearly denote the royal emblem of the kingdom of
Judah. How did the adoption of these emblems as royal Judaean come
about, and had the emblems lost their solar significance by the time of
adoption? This two-pronged question cannot be answered decisively,
but considerable progress can be made towards understanding the
context and significance of the emblems through the following careful
re-examination of the evidence.

Samarian provenance {only hearsay in the case of the seal), and the presence of a
four-winged scarab on the royal jar handles of the southern kingdom. As will be
shown in the next section of this chapter, that one of the two cmblems on the Judacan
jar handles is the old symbol of the northern kingdom is only one possible way of
explaining the presence of the two emblems. Although R. Younker's identification of
the Ammonite emblem as possibly royal lends some (indirect) force to Tushingham’s
contention that the Samarian scal is royal, Younker simply assumes the validity of
Tushingham’s inlerpretation, making no reference at all to the criticisms of Millard.
(See R.W. Younker, ‘Isracl, Judah, and Ammon and the Motifs on the Baalis Scal
from Tell el-‘Umein’, BA 48 [1985], pp. 173-80.)

1. The bibliography on these handles is enormous. For a hibliography citing
many of the more important articles, see Nadab Na'aman, ‘Hezekiah's Fortified
Cities and the LMLK Stamps’, BASOR 261 (1986), pp. 19-21. For a bibliography
of works hetween 1950 and 1969, see P. Welten, Die Konigs-Stempel: Ein Beitrag
zur Miliriirpolitik Judas unter Hiskia und Josia {Abhandlungen des Deutschen
Paldstinavereins; Wiesbaden: Oute Harrassowitz, 1969), pp. 192-94,
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Scholarship to Date and Background

Recent scholarship has helped to clarify much about the jar handles
that was once hotly debated. For example, recent excavations of
Stratum 3 at both Lachish and Tel Batash now indicate that the four-
and the two-winged emblems are contemporaneous and date to just
prior to the campaign of Sennacherib in 701 BCE. The jars were thus
issued during the reign of Hezekiah and probably for the purpose of
preparing key military centres for the onslaught of 701.! Moreover,
neutron activation analysis suggests that the jars, made of the same
clay, were produced in the same workshop® and ‘private’ seal
impressions which sometimes occurred in conjunction with the royal
impressions probably belonged to officials who oversaw the
manufacture, preparation or distribution of the jars.

There appeared at about the time of Josiah and extending to at least
the time of the Babylonian exile the same jar type with what appears
to be another royal emblem of Judah, a rosette, which differs from
the previous two royal emblems in bearing neither a geographical
name ner the inscription !mfk, ‘(pertaining) to the king (that is,
“royal”)’ (see pl. 2).° Finally, three remaining problems, each
addressed 1o some extent below, include the simultaneous use of both
the four- and the two-winged emblem, the use of so common a symhol
as the uninscribed rosette as a ‘third’ royal emblem, and the tack of a

1. Mazar, Archaeology. p. 458,

2. H. Mommsen, I Periman and J. Yellin, ‘The Provenience of the fmfk Jars',
IEJ 34 (1984), pp. 85-113,

3. According to A Mazar {oral communication) there is ‘no Question’ that the
roseties replaced the winged emblems on the royal storage jars. Jar handles with
rosettes first appeared at the end of the seventh century and occur on jars which are
clearly a development from the style of jars with four- and two-winged emblems. Sce
further, B. Mazar, T, Dothan and 1. Dunayevsky, En-Gedi: The First and Second
Seasons of Excavations: 196{-1962 {‘Atiqot, 5, English Scries: Jerusalem:
Department of Antiquitics and Museums, 1966). p. 34; Y. Yadin, "The Fourfold
Division of Judah', BASOK 163 (1961}, p. 12; Y. Aharoni ef al., Investigations at
Lachish: The Sanctuary and the Residency (Lachish V) (Tel Aviv: Institute of
Archasology, 1975), pp. 17-18. (It should also be noted that some of the fmik jar
handles also bear private seal impressions; see most recently, Y. Garfinkel, 2 Chr
11:5-10: Fortified Cities List and the Imfk Stamps—Reply to Nadav Na‘aman’,
BASOR 271 [August 1988], p. 71 and N. Na'aman, ‘The Date of 2 Chronicles
11:5-10—A Reply to Y. Gariinkel’, BASOR 271 [August 1988], pp. 73-76.)
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close parallel to the morphology of both the four- and the two-winged
emblems.

The Origin of the Solar Imagery

Before an interpretation can be offered concerning the possible
religious significance of the emblems on the jar handles, it is
important to establish the identity and provenance of both the two-
and the four-winged emblems.

The identity of the four-winged emblem has never been in dispute
and the two-winged only rarely (but see the qualification later in this
discussion). The four-winged emblem is a variation of the two-winged
Egyptian sun beetle, Chepri, who each morning was thought to bring
forth the sun in a manner akin to the way in which new life appeared
to emerge from the dung ball that the Scarabaeus sacer pushed along
between its front legs,!

It is now generally agreed that the two-winged emblem is a winged
sun disk, although it was for a time variously interpreted in light of
some seal impressions as either a ‘flying scroll'® or something like a
bird.?

The origin of the imagery on the cmblems has been studied at
length by both Tushingham and Welten who basically agree in their
understanding that both symbols, though originally derived from
Egypt, are thoroughly akin to Syro-Palestinian exemplars of the
two- and the four-winged emblems.*

L. Not surprisingly, the name Chepri is derived from Egyptian opr, ‘come into
being, become, change’. On the identification of the four-winged emblem, see
further Weltan, Kdnigs-Stempel, p. 1{). On the beetle and its connection with the
sun in Egyptian thought, see R. Giveon, ‘Skarabiius’, LA 5 (1984), pp. 968-70;
J. Assmann, ‘Chepre’, LA 1 (1972), pp. 934-40.

2. See, for example, D. Diringer, ‘The Royal Jar-Handle Stamps of Ancient
Tudah’, BA 12 (1949), p. 74. The interpretation harks back to a time when the two-
winged emblemn was dated to the reign of Josiah, whose reforms were linked with
the discavery of a law book or scroll (2 Kgs 22.8-13).

3. This option is discussed later in this study.

4. Tushingham, ‘Royal Israclite Scal (Part One), pp. 75-76; idem, ‘Royal
Israelite Seal (Part Two)', pp. 26-33; Welten, Konigs-Stempel, pp. 11-16, 19-30.
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The Origin of the Solar Emblems Reconsidered

To evaluate, Welten and Tushingham are almost certainly correct that
the manner in which the cmblems are depicted show the artisan’s
indebtedness to the Syro-Palestinian realm. It does not follow from
this, however, that the imagery had necessarily lost whatever
significance it had had in Egypt, but only that the artisan followed the
style of a native of Syria-Palestine {in all probability Judah). Rather,
as the following discussion of both the two- and the four-winged
emblems will attempt to demonstrate, the provenance for the imagery
on the royal Judacan jar handles is linked with Egypt much more
directly than either Tushingham or Welten supposed.

a. Emblems of the North and South Respectively?

A logical starting point is with the curious presence of two varying
emblems on the same type of royal jar handles. The traditional
explanation is that the symbols are the emblems of the northern and
southern kingdoms, althcugh opinions have varied regarding which
emblem represents which kingdom.! Though reasonable, the
explanation, however, is no more than an attempt to account for the
presence of two emblems on the jars. As noted in the previous
discussion of the debate between Tushingham and Millard, the concept
that the four-winged emblem was the royal emblem of the northern
kingdom has very little evidence in its favour.? The issue is now
further complicated by the contemporaneity of the jar handles.?

1. According to Yadin, the four-winged emblem was the symbol of the southem
kingdom (“Ancicnt Judacan Weights and the Date of the Samaria Osiraca’, Scripta
Hierosolymitana 8 [1961], p. 14). To Tushingham, however, the four-winged
cmblem was the symbol of the northern domain. This emblem was used together
with the two-winged emblem (to Tushingham the royal emblem of the south and,
before it, of the United Monarchy) to convey hopes of a newly-founded united
kingdom under Josiah. Althcugh the handles are now known to date 1o the time of
Hezekiah, Tushingham still maintains that the four- and the two-winged emblems
were the emblems of the northern and southern kingdoms respectively (oral
communicaton).

2. See the discussion in the previous section, A Solar Symbol for the Royal
Israclite Seal?” If Tushingham’s view were correct thal the two-winged emblem was
the symbol of the United Monarchy, one would ideally expect to find this emblem in
the northern kingdom at an carly period, particularly in royal contexts.

3. What is the likelihood that two emblems for the same kingdom would coexist
and that a third, the rosetie, would appear less than a century thereafter? On this
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An alternative explanation which accords at least as well with the
presence of two emblems on otherwisc identical royal jars is that the
emblems arc in some way alternative expressions of essentially the
same idea. Indeed, the equivalency of these two emblems is clearly
attested in the ancient Near East, and to find it one needs to go no
further than to Edfu in Egypt where the god Horus of Behdet (also
known as Horus of Edfu), well known for his association with royalty,
is attested as both winged sun disk and flying scarab beetle. Thus. in
one of the concluding aetiological sections of the first section of the
Horus myth, ‘“The Legend of the Winged Disk’,! we read,

Now as for the Winged Disk which is on the shrines of all the gods and
goddesses of Upper and Lower Egypt, and on their chapels likewise, it is
Horus of Behdet. .. As for the Winged Beelle which is on the shrines of
all the pods and goddesses of Upper and Lower Egypt, he is Horus of
Behdet, great god. lord of heaven, who overthrows [Alpopis and the
encmies and foes and the cvil council in their ways. The living and
the dead [12,8] are inscribed with his name, as is done lor his (ather
R&*-Harakhie 1o this day.?

Moreover, in the same myth, Horus of Edfu is called ‘Lord of Mesen,

issuc, see the subsection, “The Royal Emblem of the Kingdom of judah and the
Froblem of the Rosctie: A Hypothesis®, oflered later in this section.

1. Although the earliest record of this myth dates to the Plolemaic period, there
is very little doubt thal many of the waditions reflected in the myth dale 1o a much
carlicr period. For example, Professor D.B. Redtord, who dates many of the
possible historical allusions in the myth to a5 late as the end of the Persian Period,
does not think 11 unreasonable o suppose Lthal the tradition of Horus as winged sun
disk and fying scarab would have been known in the gighth century BCE (oral
communication). On the date of the traditions behind the myth, see further,
I.G. Griffiths, “The Interpretation of the Horus-Myth of Edfu’, JEA 44 (1958),
pp. 75-85, idem, ‘Horusmythe’, LA 3 {1977), pp. 55-56; H.W. Fairman (ed.),
The Triumph of Herus (London: B.T. Batsford, 1974}, pp. 33-35. For the text of
the myth of Horus, see E. Chassinat, Le remple d'Edfou (8 vols.; Cairo: L'institut
frangais d'archéologie orientale, 1934-1978), V1, pp. 108-36, 60-80, 213-23; 13,
pls. 518-35. 494-514, 576-84. For translations or discussions see, for example:
H.W._ Fairman, 'The Myth of Horus at Edfu—1". JEA 21 (1935}, pp. 26-36; idem
(¢d.), Triumph of Horus; AM. Blackman and H.W. Fairman, ‘The Myth of Horus
at Bdfu-- 11", JEA 28 (1942), pp. 32-38; JEA 29 (1943), pp. 2-36; JEA 30 (1944),
pp. 5-22: AH. Gardiner, ‘Horus the Behdetite’, JEA 30 (1944), pp. 23-60;
1.G. Griffiths, ‘Horusmythe’, LA 3 (1977}, pp. 54-59.

2. Fairman, ‘Horus at Edfu—1". pp. 35-36.



2. Archaeological Evidence 47

the noble winged scarab, who protects the two lands, the great god,
pre-eminent one of Sile’.! Here Horus the winged scarab is associated
aetiologicatly with the town of Sile which is at the far northeastern
border of Egypt and which was in the late eighth century and at other
times the starting place for the caravan route from Egypt to
Palestine

A dircct connection between the imagery on the royal jar handles
and these Egyptian mythological notions can hardly be judged
surprising in view of the relationship between Egypt and Judah in the
late eighth century BCE. Once during the reign of Sargon II, Hezekizh
was invited to join in a Philistine coalition with the twenry-fifth
FEgyptian (Ethiopian) dynasty against Assyria. and once during the
reign of Sennacherib prior to 701 BCE, Hezekiah formed an alliance
with this dynasty.® Thys, at the time of Hezekiah’s preparation for the
campaigh of Sennacherib, the occasion which gave rise to the
production of the [mik jar handles, Hezekiah was allied with Egypt.

b. The Two-Winged Emblem

The interpretation offered here accounts also for a number of unique
features associated with both jar handle emblemns, Concerning the two-
winged emblem, although certain that it is a winged sun disk, Lapp,
Tushingham and Welten have difficulty finding parallels for the pro-
trusion which extends vertically above the disk and which is similar to
the equally peculiar striated tail-like cxtension below the disk.®

1., The translation is that of D.B. Redford, Phargonic King-Lists, Annals and
Day-Books: A Contribution 16 the Study of the Egyptian Sense of History
(Mississauga, Ontario; Benben Publications, 1986), p. 28(L

2. For a bricf discussion of the acticlogical relationship between the myth and
cult traditions at Sile, see Redlord, Pharaonic King-Lists, p. 280. On the location of
Sile and s historical role as a place of access to Palestine, sec F. Gomaa, 'Sile’,
LA 5 (1984}, pp. 945-47. On the association of the winged scarab with Sile, see
J. Vandier. ‘Tousdas et (Hathor)-Nébet-Hétéper', Revue d'Egyptologie 17 (1563),
pp. 169-76. (I am indechicd 10 D.B. Redford for mentioning the possible connection
between the four-winged emblems on the jar handles and the predominance of the
winged scarab at Sile and for directing me 1o the work of Vandier.)

3. Sce further, J. Bright, A History of Israel (Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
3rd cdn, 1981), pp. 281-82, 284-86.

4. P.W. Lapp, ‘Late Royal Scals from Judah', BASOR 158 (1960}, p. 1Z;
Tushingham, ‘Royal Israclite Seal (Part Two)', p. 26; Welten, Konigs-Srempel,
p. 30.
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According to the interpretation offered here, however, the extensions
above and below the disk, though now crudely fashioned and
somewhat standardized, were understood at least originally to be the
upper body and tail respectively of Horus of Edfu, the falcon-headed
god who took the form of the winged sun disk. Indeed, were it not for
the disk at the centre of some of the two-winged insignia, the emblem
would be judged as a bird and not a sun disk, as a survey of the
uninitiated observer will confirm. Nor has the bird-like appearance of
the emblem gone unnoticed by archaeologists as well. For example,
C.C. McCown, writing leng age, made the following judgment:

The head. .. is 2 bird with a beak, usvally tumed left with 2 top-knot on
the right... The head above and the tail below the cenral circle are so
distinet in several examples that there can be no douwbt as Lo Lhe intention
of the artist. The Palestinian seal-maker must have thought he was making
& bird of some kind, although his original inspiration may have been
Assyrian.’

Although more recent samples that underscore the crude nature of the
emblem render McCown’s identification of such details as a ‘beak’
and a ‘knot” dubious, the bird-like appearance of this winged sun disk
is nonetheless unmistakable.* Tt appears from the evidence at present,

1. €C.C. McCown, Tell en-Nasbeh: Volume [ (Berkeley, CA: The American
Schools of Oriental Research, 1947), p. 156; cf. pl. 56.1-9. Lapp. however (*Seals
from Judah', p. 12 n. 8), regards the attempt to see in McCown’s ‘bird with a flat
head and beak 10 the left” as anything bul a development based on the winged disk
dubions, but his judgment is made on the assumpticn that the disk, evident on other
impressions, nceessarily precludes the possibility that the emblem is a “bird”. Despite
these reservalions, however, Lapp nongtheless admits that ‘there do not appear to be
close affinitics to the upturned wings and the bird's head’ (“Scals from Tudah’, p. 12
[emphasis minc]).

2. Rtis just possible that some of the heads do show a beak; for examples, see
Y. Aharoni, Excavarions at Ramat Rahel: Seasons 1959 and 1960 (Rome: Centro di
studi semitici, 1962), pl. 29.11 and G. Barkay, ‘Northcrn and Western Jerusalem in
the End of the Iron Age’ {(Unpublished PhD dissertation, Tel-Aviv University,
1983), 11, p. 194, fig. 161.

3. Tushingham (‘Royal Israelite Scal [Pact Twol’, pp. 27-29), objects that
‘nowhere is the winged sun disk depicted with a bird's head’. [n response, the
following may be noled. (1) It is not 100 much to allow the artisan this degree of
‘innovation” (on which sec peint 4 below). (2) That the two-winged emblem is
unigue in combining features characteristic of both falcon and sun disk simply
confirms the judgment that the artisan is alluding to a mythic idca which cannot be
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then, that the two-winged emblem is a local (probably Judaean)
tendition of the tradition of Horus of Behdet, the falcon-headed
winged disk known for his identity with both the sun god and the
king.’

Also in favour of the notion that the two-winged disk represented a
falcon is a Phoenician seal published by W A. Ward (see fig. 4). On
this Phoenician seal, dated to no earlier than the eighth century BCE,
there is a bird that bears unmistakably Egyptian motifs and which
Ward identifies as a ‘falcon’.? The bird’s head and tail are crudely
fashioned in a manner strikingly reminiscent of the ‘head’ and ‘tail’ on
the two-winged emblem of the royal Judaean jar handles. Further, as
is the case with many of the bird-like emblems on the jar handles,
both the head and the tait on the Phoenician seal are striated.
Furthermore, the ‘body’ of this bird is hollowed out in disk-like
fashion as if to foreshadow the innovative transition from winged
falcon to winged sun-disk-and-falcon.? The significance of the seal for

ather than the Egyplian notien, or a Judaean variation thereof, of the falcon god
Horus as winged sun disk. (3) There is no preferable explanation of which I
am aware for what appears to be a head and for what is certainly a tail on the disk,
{4}y Regarding the so-called lack of a precedent, it must be emphasized that the
Judaean artisan is making precisely the same logical conneclion thal gave rise 1o the
imagury of the winged sun disk in the first place, namely the artistic amalgamation of
the notions of Horus as both falcon and sun {for which see Gardiner, ‘Horus the
Behdetite', p. 49).

1. That the emblem represents a bird as well as a disk explains why the wings
on the jar-handle emblem extend upwards in bird-like fashion like few (if any) other
winged sun disks outside of Anatelia. For examples of the bird-like nature of the
wings, sec most convenicitly, the two-winged examples drawn by Welten (Kdnigs-
Stempel, pp. 37-44). Both Welten (Konigs-Stempel, p. 30} and Tushingham
{*Royal Israelitc Seal [Part Twol’, pp. 27-29) refer 1o the upwards extension of
wings on sun disks, but only in the Hittite realm. A preferable parallel, however, 1s
many examples of Egyptian birds with upturned wings.

2. WA Ward, "Three Phoenician Seals of the Early First Millennium B.C.’,
JEA 53 (1967), pp. 69-74.

3. Although circular, the ‘bady’ of the falcon on the Phocnician scal cannot be
interpreted as a sun disk because, although almost imperceptible, small legs protrude
from the disk-like body. Moreover, although unlike the wings on the jar handles, the
wings on the seal extend downwards, Ward nonetheless judged that ‘the wings bend
downwards 1o fit the curved space at the top of the design” {Ward, “Three Phoenician
Scals’, p. 74). (Far Egyptian birds with upturned wings on Syro-Phoenician seals
see, for example, McCown, Tell en-Nasheh, pl. 34.1, 56; E. Porada [ed.], The
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our purpose is this: the head and tail on this fafcon resemble more
closely the head and tail on the jar handle emblems than any of the
paralle]l extensions above and below a sun disk that have been cited to
date.!

¢. The Four-Winged Sun Beetle
Turning now to the four-winged scarab, the place to begin is with the
most peculiar feature, namely the head. Two things are noteworthy in
particular. First, se far as [ could determine, virtually all of the extant
Syro-Phoenician four-winged scarabs have a round head, whereas the
head of the scarab on the jar handles is relatively square shaped,
remarkably similar in fact to the shape of the head on the two-winged
emblems (for typical examples, see figs. 2 and 3).2

At least two explanations are possible. First, in view of the
similarity in shape between the heads on the four- and the two-winged
emblems, it is reasonable to ask whether the heads on the four-winged
emblems are those of a falcon as they were shown to be in the case of
heads on the two-winged emblems, Indeed, some scarabs do have the
head of a bird, as is clear both from the Phoenician Palestrina bowl
which combines Egyptian and Phoenician elements® and, more
significantly, from the myth of Horus of Edfu.* Note, for example,
what is said of Horus of Edfu as the winged scarab in the section of
the Legend of the Winged Disk that immediately follows the
description of Horus as the winged beetle:

Collection of the Pierpont Morgan Library [Corpus of Ancient Near Eastern Seals in
North Amercan Collections, vol. 1; The Bollingen Scries 14; n.p.: Pantheon Books,
1948], pl. 151, no. 996E.)

1. For the winged disks referred to by Tushingham and/or Welten, see
Mallowan, Nimrud and its Remains, 1}, figs. 395-97, or ANEP, nos. 281, 630. The
{mlk jar handles lack completely the veluted ‘flaring” of the feather-like plumage
characteristic of these winged sun disks.

2. Note, for example, Y. Aharoni, Excavations at Ramat Rahel: Seasons 1961
and 1962 (Rome: Centro di studi semitici, 1964), pl. 38.6, 11; idem, Seasons 1959
and 1960, pl. 29.8, 11.

3. In addition to the hiblingraphy offered by Welten, Konigs-Stempel, p. 14
n.12, see Harden, Phoenicians, pp. 179-80.

4. See also EL, Griffith, ‘Oxford Excavations in Nubia®, Liverpool Annals of
Archaeology and Anthropology 10 (1923}, pl. 57.5 (cf. comment, p, 136).
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The king shall act (?) on the day on which trouble and sirife oceur, A
winged beelle in writing shall be made on his breast when he sees trouble,
just as R&*-Harakhte did [when he saw] the trauble of the son of R8', its
face being that of a falcon, <its> lips those of a vulture, and its body that
of a beetle.!

The similar shape of the heads on both the four- and two-winged
emblems on the /mik jar handles thus fits perfectly with the noticn that
both emblems represent Horus of Edfu; this god, whether in the form
of a winged beetle or a winged disk, had the head of a falcon.

Secondly, a typical head of the four-winged emblem on the Judaean
jar handles bears a striking resemblance to one of the rare cases
mentioned by Welten in which four-winged scarabs are attested
outside of the Syro-Palestinian cultural realm, namely, in Nubia (see,
for example, fig. 5). Significantly, Welten judged the parallels to be
‘compelling’ (itberzeugend) and suggested that consideration should be
given to the possibility that there was contact between the two realms
in which these four-winged emblems occur.’

In light of what has become known about the date of the jar handles
since the time of Welten's work, the possibility of historical contact
between the four-winged emblems of Nubia and the four-winged
emblems on the jar handles is very real indeed. The Nubian scarabs
come from two late eighth-century BCE tombs which belonged to the
wife of Plankhi, ruler of the twenty-fifth (Ethiopian) dynasty, who
had extensive political dealings with Hezekiah. Even meore striking
than the contemporaneity of the scarabs and the historical tes between
their owners is the context of the Nubian scarabs. The four-winged
scarabs with ‘flared’ heads occur on amulets, and on many are found
also both a two-winged sun disk and a rosette, Thus, the same three
emblems that occur on the [mfk jar handles—four-winged scarab,
winged sun disk and rosette—are attested on the Nubian amulets of the
late eighth century (see, for example, fig. 6).

1. Fairman, ‘Horus at Edfu—1", p. 36.

2. Welten, Kénigs-Stempel, pp, 15-16. On the scarabs in question, see,
for example, D. Dunham, EI Kurru {The Royal Cemeteries of Kysh, vol. 1;
Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press for the Museum of Fine Arts, 1950),
pls. 48A_1256/1257, 1260-69; 53A.1056. 1058, 1064, 1101; 55A.997-98.
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The Significance of the Solar fmagery

Because the two-winged sun disk and the winged scarab are both
common and widespread motifs, under normal circumnstances very
little could be said about any possible significance or meaning of
either of these emblems. In the present case, however, the range of
possible comnotations for the jar handle emblems is limited by a
number of morphelogical factors which point towards Egypt and by
the apparent cquivalency of the two emblems which points quite
unambigucusly towards a specific awareness of the mythic tradition of
Horus of Edfu as both winged sun disk and flying scarab. Even in this
specific case, however, caution is nonetheless warranted because it is
difficult to know precisely how the mythic tradition was understood
or what factors, if any, might have influenced the tradition as its
emblems made their way towards adoption as the royal insignia of the
kingdom of Judah.

In view of this need for caution, the place to begin is with an
understanding of the general significance that each of these emblems
had within Egypt. First is the classic statermnent of Sir Alan Gardiner
regarding the significance of the winged disk:

The evidence thus all goes 10 show the Winged Disk and namc of King
are 50 inextricably interconnected and blended that we cannol but regard
the symbol as an image of the king himself, though simultancously also of
Rg* and of Horus, all three united into a trinity of solar and kingly
daminion.'

Secondly, two major connotations are associated with the beetle
Scarabaeus sacer. As a symbol of the deity, the scarab beetle is either
Chepri, the god of the moming sun who daily emerges anew from his
nightty trek through the netherworld and makes his asceat to heaven,
or the sun god in general (that is, in all three of its phases: morning
[Chepri], day [Re], and night [Atum/Osiris]). Moreover, in view of its
links with Chepri, the scarab beetle can also signify solar resurrection
and related concepts like the cyclical nature of life, birth without
previous generation, change and the presence of life after death and
thus “deathlessness’.?

To evaluate from this general perspective, it is possible that neither

1. Gardiner, 'Horus the Behdetite’, p. 51.
2. 1. Assmann, ‘Chepri’, LA 1 (1972), pp. 934-40; idem, ‘Sonncngott’, LA §
(1984), pp. 1087-94; Giveon, *Skarabivs’, pp. 968-69.
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the two- nor the four-winged emblem on the Imlk jar handles
conveyed a solar understanding of king or deity, as indeed some have
argued.! To its credit, this evaluation reckons seriously with the
possibility that many of the original connotations of an emblem were
lost or altered through time and transference of cultures,? Neverthe-
less, though possible, it may be questioned whether it is likely that fwo
rather specific emblems of deity as sun which occur in the same royal
context have lost all selar connotations vis-a-vis king or deity. In any
case, the view that the jar handle emblems are completely devoid of
solar signification is clearly a minimalist’s perspective.

As argued earlier, however, the occurrence of both the two- and the
four-winged emblem on jars of identical function suggests that the
significance to be attached to these symbols may be understood further
in light of their role in the Horus myth where the winged scarab
occurs as a variant of the two-winged sun disk. For this reason, it is
worth noting important aspects of this mythic tradition.

Regarding the character of the falcon god Horus of Edfu, he is
clearly a combative deity (Kampfgots), particularly where Seth and
other enemies of Re are involved. He is a deity closely linked with the
king (who is in fact said to be the image of Horus of Edfu on earth}.’
In addition, Horus of Edfu is inextricably linked with the sun god,
matnly in its Heliopalitan form Re-Harachte. This link can take the
form of being identified with Re or being the son, image or Ba of the
sun god.*

Regarding the exploits of Horus of Edfu, the dotminant impression

1. Fer example, Alan Millard makes the following remarks about the four-
winged cmblem (when it was commonly assigned to the reign of Josiahj: ‘Perhaps
no more conld be read into the four-winged scarab than an adaptation of the Egyptian
symbol of renewal of Iife, hence “good luck,” related, maybe, to the hopes of the
Davidic dynasty’ (‘Israelitc Royal Seal?”’, p. 8). It should he recognized, however,
that the Egyptian symbol denotes not renewal of life in general but, quite specifically,
solar renewallresurrection. Morcover, in the case of the royal Judaean jar handles, it
would presumably have (o be a coincidence that as scparate motifs both the four- and
the two-winged emblem onginally had solar connotations,

2. Compare for cxample the discussion of Barnctt with respect 1o possible local
influences on Egyptian motifs (Nimrud Ivories, pp. 56, 62, 137-53).

3. W. Barta, ‘Horus von Edfu’, LA 3 (1977). p. 34.

4. Barta, ‘Horus von Edfu’, p. 34. Horus of Edfu is also attested occasionally
as the moon, that is, Re's representative at night {"Horus von Edfu’, p. 34).
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left by the Horus myth is that, as ‘Winged Disk’, he is a relentless
champion in battle against the foes of his father Re-Harachte,
Typically, then, Horus ef Behdet is described fighting enemies (most
notably Seth) or manifestations of the enemy such as crocodiles and
hippopotami, often from the bark of the sun god Re. The combative
exploits of Horus of Edfu are such that in the Horus myth his name
becomes virtually synonymous with the protection of Upper and
Lower Egypt against the enemies of Re. For this reason the winged
disk {and flving scarab) can be found on shrines throughout Egypt, as
a means of honouring Horus of Behdet whose name is ‘a warrant
against any future threat’.!

To evaluate from this more specific perspective, the problem of not
knowing which aspects of the Egyptian tradition might have been lost
or altered as they made their way to the royal house of Judah remains.
A minimalist’s perspective here would be that, as representations of
Horus of Edfu, the four- and the two-winged royal emblems of the
kingdom of Judah symbolized no more than the protective power of
the king of Judah, a heroic warrior against the political enemies of
God (a meaning that is certainly apropos in view of the military
context of the jar handles themselves), On the other hand, a perspec-
tive that takes rather more full advantage of the mythic tradition and
assumes far less dilution of several Egyptian themes would be that, in
addition to the symbolic significance just noted, the following
connotations are also implied by the Judaean rendition of Horus of
Edfu in two forms of the sun god: the notion of the king as the son of
the deity (perhaps as the deity himself}, and, since Horus of Edfu and
his father Re are both sun gods, the nouon of the deity (in the case of
Judah, clearly Yahweh) as sun god.

Which of these perspectives (or one in between) is more likely is
difficult to say. All that can be stated with certainty is that the jar
handle emblems are for the Syro-Palestinian realm an apparently rare
and rather specific rendition of the twe alternative means of represent-
ing the god Horus of Edfu. Moreover, it is reasonable to suppose
from the royal context of the jar handles that the Judaean under-
standing of these emblems probably included an awareness of Horus
of Edfu's close affinity with the king, the most predominant aspect of

1. @Griffiths, "Horusmythe', pp. 54-55. Sce alse Fairman, ‘Horus at Edfu—T,
np. 26-36.
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which (and the most flattering for royalty) was the heroic fighting of
Horus of Edfu, the king figure, against the enemies of his father, the
sun god Re. Moreover, that Horus of Edfu is portrayed in two differ-
ent ways specifically as a sun god on the jar handles may be judged
reasonably either to place emphasis on the solar character of the god
{that is, Yahweh} or to recall the legendary function of these emblems
as symbols of protection in the name of the king-god Horus of Edfu.

Beyond this cne can only speculaie. For example, it is perhaps
difficult to imagine that the king of Judah would have been able to
identify himself with these specific emblems of Horus of Behdet as
king, sun and son of the sun god Re, if neither the king nor the deity
were in some sense at least marginally associated with the sun, but
such is perhaps possible if the notion of the emblems as protective
symbols on shrines was an early part of the tradition known by the
royal house of Judah,

To conclude by applying the question of significance to solar
Yahwism, the following notions arc possible but by no means certain
in the case of Horus of Edfu on the royal emblem of the kingdem of
Judah: (1) that the king was identified with the deity; (2) that the king
was identified with the sun; and (3) that Yahweb was identified with
the sun. Thus, the jar handles do not prove but are certainly consonant
with the notion that Yahweh, like both Horus of Edfu and Re, was in
some sense linked with the sun.

How does this evidence rclate to the other archaeological evidence
examined thus far? That the emblems on the jar handles imply a
possible association between Yahweh and the sun is certainly
consistent with what has been seen in the cases of the Taanach cult
stand and the Hazor sun herse, both of which may also reflect the
outlook of royal Yahwistic solarism. Moreover, to relate the evidence
of the jar handles to the biblical material, although it is clearly diffi-
cult to reconcile the imagery on the royal jar handles with traditional
views concerning the religious outlook of Hezekiah, suffice it to say at
present that, as will be argucd in the next chapter, there is a consider-
able amount of evidence in DH for the notion that Hezekiah, along
with other royal figures prior to the reign of Josiah, was indeed a
solar Yahwist.!

i. Inany case, it does not necessarily follow from the dating of the jar handles
to the reign of Hezckiah that the emblems themselves originate with this king. With



56 Yahweh and the Sun

The Royal Emblem of the Kingdom of Judah and the Problem of the
Rosette: A Hypothesis

To this point little has been said about the significance of the rosette,
which at about the time of Josiah appears to have replaced the four-
and two-winged emblems as symbols of the kingdom of Judah (see
pl. 2). Concerning the rosette in general, although perhaps solar in
origin,' this emblem was nonetheless used so widely that in most
contexts it is not possible to assign any ‘significance’ to the emblem. In
the present peculiar case of occurrence as a royal emblem, however,
the rosette does have a discernible significance on the basis of the
following hypothesis which attempts to resolve several difficulties
associated with the apparent occurrence of no less than three different
royal emblems on the {mlk jar handles.

A number of problems and considerations warrant the formulation
of a new hypothesis to the effect that the rosette was only one part of a
composite royal emblem which consisted of the four-winged scarab,
two-winged disk, and rosette. First, as noted earlier, Millard has
argued convincingly that most of the royal seals of Israel's neighbours
were inscribed, except in cases in which the emblem itself was
‘unmistakably regal’? which the roseite obviously is not. Clearly there
must have been something peculiar 10 the context of the rosette on the
royal jar handles that helped to denote it as the royal emblem of the
kingdom of Judah.® Secondly, in light of what is now known about

which ruler they originated is impossible to know, bul evidence at present scems to
suggest that the innovation was quile recenl. So far as 1 am aware, the rarer of the
two emblems, the four-winged scarab, is not attested in Judah or the Transjordan
prior to the late eighth century BCE (although this is perhaps an accident of
discovery). Moreover, though somewhat standardized, the embiems still show clear
signs of their distinctive Egypiian origin and association with Horus of Edlu,
Finaily, what is in all probability a connection between the four-winged emblem and
the twenty-fifth Ethiopian dynasty suggests that the emblems originated with
Hezrekiah, known for his tics with that dynasty.

1. See, for example, Goodenough, Jewish Symbols, VII, pp. 175-98 and the
editorial addition of W_F. Albright to p. 51 n. 21 of the article of 1. Mendelsohn,
‘Guilds in Ancient Mesopolamia’, BASOR 80 (1940}, pp. 17-21.

2. Millard, ‘Isrzelite Royal Seal?’, pp. 6-8.

3. Clearly that the emblem was on a jar with the same style as the previous royal
jars helped (o indicatc that this jar with the rosette emblem was royal Judaean, but
this does not resolve the difficulty of how in other contexts the roseltc impression
would alone denote the kingdom of Judah.
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the contemporaneity of the four- and the two-winged emblems, how
could there have been two alternative royal emblems for the kingdom
of Judah in existence at the same time? Even if one emblem were the
symbotl of the northern kingdom and the other the sign of the southern
realm (a notion for which there is very little evidence), how could it
have been practical to have two royal emblems? Morecver, how could
a third emblem, the rosette—far from a royal emblem in iself—
replace the two traditional emblems and denate the same kingdom a
century or so later?

In my judgment these difficulties and questions point to the
hypothesis intimated above: the three emblems attested on the Imlk jar
handles were not royal emblems in themselves, but were each part of
a composite royal emblem that consisted of a four-winged scarab, a
two-winged sun disk, and a rosctte.

[n support of the hypothesis, it is worth recalling the Nubian
amulets attested from royal tombs associated with the twenty-fifth
Ethiopian dynasty with which Hezekiah had direct connections. These
amulets bear four-winged emblems strikingly similar to the four-
winged emblems on the lnilk jar handles. Significantly, in addition to
the four-winged emblem, these same amulets also bear a two-winged
sun disk and a rosctte (see, for cxample, fig. 6). Concerning the
rosette itself, to judge from the Nubian parallels, it played a relatively
minor role as a decorated form of the sun disk that the four-winged
beetle clasped between both its fore- and hind-legs.! Moreover, based
on these several peints of analogy with the Nubian material, a
tentative reconstruction of the royal insignia of the kingdom of Judah
in the late eighth century BCE is possible (see fig. 7).

In light of the present hypothesis, the situation leading to three jar
handle impressions may be reconstructed tentatively as follows.
Though evidently well suited to the tastes of the king(s} of Judah, the
royal solar insignia was rather too complex in design to be impressed
on narrow surfaces such as the jar handles. To alleviate the difficulty,
only part of the composite was chosen 1o represent the kingdom of
Judah. Moreover, in order for this simpler emblem not to be mistaken
for something other than the royal composite which it signified, not
one but two of the more distinctive motifs of the composite emblem
were chosen alternatively and, to remove all doubt, the two emblems

1. Dunham, El-Kurru, pls. 33A.1101; 35A.997-98; cf. pl. 49A.1260-68.
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were similarly inscribed [mlk, ‘of the king’, on the jar handles. Later
when it came time to publish a new issue of royal jars, the practice of
selecting only one motif from the composite emblem had become a
tradition well known from the days of Hezekiah. Since, to judge from
the Nubian parallels, there was only one motif left with which to
represent the composite, the rosette was chosen. In view of people’s
familiarity both with the royal emblem and with the shape of the royal
jars which had been issued previously {and which in some cases were
still being used), there was no real danger of so common a motif
being mistaken for the royal emblem, and so it was left uninscribed.

To reflect briefly on the relevance of the hypothesis for the earlier
discussion of a possible significance to the emblems, the rosette brings
to three the total number of solar symbols on the Imlk jar handles (on
which basis it perhaps becomes more difficutt to imagine that that
insignia as a whole was compictely devoid of solar connotations).
Since the rosetie was intreduced as a royal emblem at the same time as
the other emblems, however, Josiah can by no means be implicated by
the presence of this ‘selar’ symbol on the jar handles.! In all three
cases, then, the issue of reference to solar elements within the cult
must be addressed on the basis of further evidence pertaining to the
reign of Hezekiah, considered fully in Chapter 3.

Horse Figurines with ‘Sun Disks’

One of the more common artefacts found in eighth- to seventh-
century strata in ancient Palestine are fairly small and simply
fashioned terracotta figurines of horses which often bear riders. These
horse figurines are frequently found with other figurines as well, most
notably nude female figurines, animals and various pieces of
furniturc.* Although some scholars have expressed the opinion that

1. The rosette by itself is not a strong solar symbol and was in any casc
probably the only remaining motil available 10 Josiah with which to represent the
rayal emblem of the kingdom of Judah on the royal jar handles.

2. The most comprehensive analysis of these animal and female figurines to date
is the dissertation of T.A. Holland, ‘A Typological and Archaeological Study of
Hurman and Animal Representations during the Tron Age’ (2 vols.; unpublished PhD
dissertation, The University of Oxford, 1975).
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these objects are merely toys' or trinkets,? most scholars today agree
that the objects served a cultic purpose.’ These horse figurines are
relevant for the present study because one of the more common cultic
interpretations of the horse figurines is that some bear sun disks and
are thus associated with sun worship.*

Description and the Case for Sun Disks

Although the view that these figurines were connected with sun
worship was proffered as early as 19357 it was revived in 1967, when
Dame Kathleen Kenyon discovered horse figurines during the last two
weeks of her excavations of the Ophel in Jerusalem.® While completing

1. For example, W.F. Albright. The Excavations of Tell Beir Mirsim. 111 The
Iron Age (AASOR, 21-22; New Haven: ASOR, 1943), p. 142,

2.  For example. H.G. May, Material Remains of the Megidde Cult (OIP, 26;
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1935}, p. 28.

3. A notable exception is Professor Y. Shileh and many members of his team
{personal communication} who found these animal figurines all over various Iron
Age icvels within their excavations ai the Civy of David. However, several faciors
such as the occurrence of these gorines elsewherc in places which served only a
cultic purpose, the occurmence of horse figurings with female “fertifity’ figurines
{hardly toys). and the strong possibility that many of these figurines were broken
intentionally suggest that these figurines did in fact serve a religiovs purpose, likely
at the level of *popular religion”.

4,  Sec, for example, 1.B. Pritchard, The Water System of Gibeon {Muscum
Monographs; Philadelphia: The University Muoseum, University of Pennsylvania,
1961}, pp. 17-19; and Crowloot, Crowloot and Kenyon, Objects from Samaria,
p. 78

5. May, Megiddo Cult, p. 24.

6. Information on the cave and the (ind in general can be gleaned from the
following works: K.M. Kenyon, *Excavalions in Terusalem, 19627, PEQ 96 (1964),
pp. 81 idem, Jerusalem: Excavating 3000 Years of History (New Aspects in
Antiquity; n.p.; Thames and Hudson, 1967), pp. 57, 63-66; idem, ‘Excavations in
Jerusalem: 1967°. PEQ 100 (1968), pp. 107-109, pls. 33-36; idem, Royat Cities of
the Old Testament (New York: Schocken Books, 1971), pp. 114-22; idem, Digging
up Jerusalem {London: E. Benn, 1974), pp. 135-43 and pls. 52-61: T.A. Holland,
A Study of Palestinian lron Age Baked Clay Figurines, with Special Reference 1o
Jerusalem: Cave 17, Levan: 9 (1977), pp. 121-55, esp. 149-57. Note, however,
that Kenyon's cullic interpretation of the area cuiside the cave {made on the basis, for
cxample, of roof supports which she mistakenly identificd as massébdr) needs to be
revised in light of the conclusion of Professor Shiloh and others who show this arca
e be @ residential arca outside the city gate (personal communication). Sce further,
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the excavation of Square A 26 on the eastern slope of the Ophel,
Kenyon' happened upon a cave with which were associated some
thirtcen hundred objects, 429 of which were registered as ‘human or
animal figurines’.? Concerning the horse figurines, Kenyon says, ‘A
very interesting feature is that several of the horses have a disk on the
forehead between the ears’.® Assuming that the disks are sun disks,
and apparently thinking of 2 Kgs 23.11, Kenyon elaborates as follows:
‘It seems a perfectly reasonable assumption that horses with a sun disk
on the forehead are miniature models of the Horses of the Sun’.*

In his detailed analysis of Iron Age animal and human figurines
from Palestine, T.A. Holland upholds as ‘probable’ Kenyon's
interpretation of these forms as sun disks.” Moreaver, according to
Holland, there are four clear cases of horse figurines with disks from
Kenyon's Cave } at Jerusalem, and an additional two which have not
been rccognized as such previously: one from Tomb 106 at Lachish,
and the other from Stratum 5A at Hazor. In view of the fact that these
‘disks” present the interpreter with an apparently objective criterion
with which to identify the cultic significance of these horse figurines
as solar, each of Holland’s six cases will be considered in detail,
beginning with a description.

Case 1: Horse Head Fragment, Jerusalem Cave 1.% This fragment,
roughly four centimetres high and two centimetres wide, was found
inside Cave 1. On the top of the head is what Holland describes as a

Y. Shiloh, ‘lron Age Sancluaries and Cull Elements in Palestine’, in F.M. Cross
(cd.), Symposia Celebrating the Seventy-Fifth Anniversary of the American Schools
of Oriental Research ( 1900-]975} (Zion Research Foundation, vals. 1-2; Cambridge,
Ma: ASOR, 1979), p. 147 n. 3; L.E. Stager, "The Archaeology of the East Slope
of Jerusalem and the Terraces of the Kidron®, JNES 41 (1982), pp. 111-21.

1. The cave was actoally discovered by the square’s supervisor, Donald
B. Redford.

2. Kenyon, Digging up Jerusalem, p. 14(}.

3. Kenyon, Digging up Jerusalem, p. 141.

4.  Kenyon, Digging up Jerusalem, p. 142,

5. Holland, ‘Typological and Archaeological Study’. (See also his artticle, ‘A
Stady’)

6. This figurine is categorized by Holland (‘A Study’, p. 141) as 1ype
D.IV.d.1. (I decided not o offer a drawing of this figurine because the drawing upon
which it would have boen based is quite crude; in any case, the *disk’ does not
resemble a sun disk,)
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‘flatish dise-shaped decoration applied between the ears on top of a
barrel-shaped muzzle' '

Case 2: Neck and Shoulder Fragmens, Near Jerusalem Cave 1. This
fragment is clearly identifiable as a horse in spite of its broken head.
It was found in Trench I of Square A 25. Holland categorizes it as a
type with disk because it bears on the back of the neck a piece of clay
like that which seems to support a disk on figurines with intact heads.’

Case 3: Riderless Horse with Disk, Jerusalem Cave | (see pls. 3 and
4).% This horse, 13.5 centimetres high and fourteen centimetres long,
was found inside Cave 1. The horse bears no rider and no trappings.
On its head is a piece of clay shaped like a solid cornucopia the inside
curl of which rests on the horse’s head between its ears such that the
flared end faces ahead. Assuming that the comucopia-shaped picce is a
sun disk, the extension behind the ears and following the crest of the
mane is explained as holding the disk in place.’

Case 4: Horse with Incised Disk and Rider, Jerusalem Cave 1 (see fig.
8).° This horse, 12.5 centimetres long and (criginally) approximately
11.5 centimetres high, was found in the wash at the entrance of the
cave. Holland’s description is warth citing:

The Type D. X, b.1 horse from Jerusalem has three applied steips of clay
on wp of its muzzle situated on a longitudinal axis, pierced nostrls and an
upright *solar’ disc between the ears which is incised with small holes.
The rider is not permanently attached to the horse, but it was {ound with

1. Holland, ‘A Swdy’, p. 141; ¢f. p. 138, fig. 7.20.

2. Holland {'A Swmdy", p. 150) classified this fragment as type D.IV.4.2. For
Holland's drawing of the fipurine, see idem, “Typological and Archacological
Study’, T, fig. 28.2. Again no drawing is affered because only the neck of the horse
{which includes a small notch for a *disk’} is preserved.

3. Holland, ‘A Study’, p. 150,

4. Holland ("A Stody’, p. 141) categorizes this figurine as type D.IV.d.3. For
the published photo (the same in cach case}, see Kenyon, ‘Jerusalem 19677, pl. 36 A;
idem, Digging up Jerusalem, pl. 61.

5. Holland, ‘A Study’, p. 150.

6. Haolland {*A Study’, p. 141) calls this type DX b L. One photo has becn
published both in Kenyon, Jerusalem 1967°, pl. 26A, and in idem, Digging Up
Jerusalem, pl. 6(). For a difterent photo, see “The Mystery of the Horses of the Sun
at the Temple Entrance’, BARev 4 (1978), p. 5.
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the horse in Square A XXVI, Cave 1 in a 7th century pottery context and
is sirnilar to the ware of that potery, The rider fits the back of the horse
nicely. The rider also appears to be cacrying a shield on his left side which
may add weight to the theory that the horse with disc between the cars has
some cultic significance with regards to the horses and chariots of the sun
in the Jerusalem temple.!

Case 5: Horse with Seared Rider, Lachish Tomb 106 (see fig. 9).% This
harse, about fourteen centimetres high and roughly twelve centimetres
long, was found in Tomb 106, dated by Tufnell to roughly between
670 and 580 BCE.? The now headless horseman rides bareback with
arms reaching to points below the horse’s ears. On top of the horse’s
head and reaching down the back of the neck is a piece of clay
described by Holland as an ‘upraised disc between the ears of which is
perhaps a “solar” symbol'?

Case 6: Head and Neck Fragment with ‘Disk’ and Bridle Pieces, Hazor
fsee fig. 10).° This fragment, 6.5 centimetres high and 6 centimetres
wide, was found on a floor of the courtyard between the Main Citadel
and Northern Buildings in locus 3054a of Area B at Hazor.® The
horse was assigned to Stralum 5A which dates roughly between 745
and 732 BCE. Holland considers the ‘plain disc between its ears’ as
‘typologically akin’ to the first three horse figurines listed above.”

Several archaeologists since the time of Holland’s work have
continued to see a connection between these and other horse figurines
and the sun.®

1. Holland, ‘Typological and Archacological Study’, I, p. 239.

2. Holland {*A Stady’, p. 150) calegorizes this figurine as Type D.IX.e.2. For
a photo, see Tufnell, Lachish #1110, pl. 27.2.

3. Tufnell, Lachish I, 1, p. 179.

4. Holland, ‘Typological and Archaeological Study’, I, p. 238. Holland in fact
regards this type of figurine as ‘almost identical 1o the Cave 1 Type D.X.b.1 {ie.
figurine four, fig. 8, in this book) except that the Cave 1 disc has stabbed incisions
covering its surface and the Lachish disc does not' ('A Study”, p. 1500

5. Holland {"A Study’, p. 150) categonizes this type as J.VI1.c.26. For the
drawing and photo in the excavalion report, see respectively pls. 103.9 and 163.12,
13in Yadin et ai., Hazor I,

6. Fora photo of the general area, see Yadin er al., Flazor I, pl. 17.1.

7. Halland, ‘A Study’, p. 150

8. See, for example, E. Mazar, “‘Cows of Bashan™’, pp. 151-52.
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Evaluation
In my judgment it is doubtful that the ‘sun disks’ allegedly found on
the heads of these figurines can be used to support a connection
between thesc horse figurines and an Iron Age sun cult in Palestine.

First, as Holland himself affirms, the heads of many Iron Age
animal figurines bear all kinds of odd-shaped pieces of clay, the vast
majority of which bear no resemblance whatsoever to ‘sun disks’.! In
light of this it is my opinion that the ‘disk’ in case | is not a sun disk
but a *blob’ akin to other clay pieces found on the heads of horse
figurines. Moreover, although the horse in case 3 (pls. 3-4) is more
impressive, when considered within the context of other animal
figurines, the so-called sun disk is still difficult to distinguish from
clay picces found on other horse figurines.

Sccondly, several incongruities belween these horse figurines and
2 Kgs 23.11 make it unlikely that there is a direct correspondence
between these figurines and the sun cult described in this verse with
reference to the Jerusalem temple. For example, unlike many of the
horse figurines, the horses at the temple clearly bore no riders because
they formed a team with which to draw a chariot. Further, if the
horse figurines were maodels of the phenomenon represented at the
temple of Jerusalem, one would expect alse that there would be a
considerable number of model chariots as well, but these seem to be
relatively rare.? Moreover, some of the riders on the horse figurines

L. Holland {*A Study’, pp. 149-50) states, 'The major prohlem in evaluating
the haorses with dises is of a typological nature. Where does one draw the line
between identifying specific examples of the horse with the disc and how positive
should we be in actually identiflying the disc with the symbol of the sun?” This
difficulty in fact led Holland to make what he openly admits is 2 rather arbitrary
distinction berween two types of clay picces on the heads of these animals, a “sun
disc” type and a *forclock’ type, the latler of which is a somewhat *catch-all” term for
various sorls of shapes which Holland justifiably felt uncomfortable identifying as
sun disks. (See. for example, pls. 5 and 8, and Helland, ‘A Study’, fig. 8.1, idem,
‘Archaeological and Typological Swdy’, 11, figs. 29.1, 3, 6; 32.2; 33.2, 3; 46.7.)

2. The number of figurines of chanois found in cultic contexts is far less than
the number of figurines of horses and riders. Although JW. McKay (Refigion in
Judah, p. 33) argucs for extensive archaeological evidence for chariots associated
with sun worship, his discussion cannot be regarded as a fully salisfactory treatment
of the archagological data. For example, McKay cites as possible votive ofierings
associated with a solar cult three models of chariots from tenth-century “Gerar’.
However, according to R. Amiran and G.'W. van Beek ("Jemmch, Tell’, EAEAL 2
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bore shields which, contrary to Holland, does not seem conducive to
the notion of a connecction with sun horses which, presumably, drew
riderless the chariot of the sun god.! In short, the correspondence
between living horses that drew wooden chariots near the entrance to
the temple and small clay horse(-and-rider) figurines found in a wide
variety of contexis, both cultic and non cultic, is far from readily
apparent.

Thirdly, thc so-called disks on these horse figurines can be
accounted for more plausibly by considering them within the context
of other horse figurines {(especially those from Cyprus) than by
relating them to the sun and its cult within ancient [srael. In fact,
consideration of this context welcomes an alternative explanation for
the disks that consists of three parts. (1) Numerous parallels snggest
that it was often common practice to exaggerate the shape of the mane
by making it rise high on the horse’s neck (see, for example, pls. 6-8;
cf. figs. 3-10).2 Moreover, when the prominent manes on many of
these horses extend to a peint between or in fronl of the ears, the
front part of the mane often ends abruptly, thereby giving the manes a

[1976], pp. 545-49) this place should be assigned a diflerent name (Tell Jemmch,
ancient Yurza), and a differcnt date (Iron II) should be assigned to the relevant finds.
Moreover, McKay understands two photos of the same chariot 1o he two separate
chariots (for which, see Sir F. Petrie, Gerar [London: British School of
Archacolopy in Egypt, 1928], pls. 39.12, 14}, Finally, there is no indication from
Petrie that these chariots were found in a cultic context (Gergr, p. 1¥), and the
chariots from Anau with which Petrie comparcs these chariots are considered in the
excavation report an Anau to be ‘playthings’ (R. Pumpelly [ed.], Explorations in
Turkestan: Carnegie Institute of Washingron Publicavion No. 73, Volume 1
[Washington, DC: Carnegice [nstilule of Washington, 1502], pp. 171-72, pls. 47.9-
11}. Regarding a partially restored chariot from Ugarit with possible solar motif and
twa riders, one of whom is perhaps the sun god, if these riders belong 10 the chariot
{they were found several metres away [rom 1he chariot), neither is likely o be the
solar deity, lor the riders are male and the solar deily fpi is female at Ugarit.

1. Holland, "Typological and Archacological Swdy’, 1. p. 239. Surely the
shield, which is attested on other mounted horsemen even if' it 1s not present on the
one Holland mentions, and which is attested on other figurines clearly having
nathing 1o do with 2 Kgs 23.11, sugpests a martial significance for these figurines.

2. The phenomenon may either be cases of exaggeration or examples of the
practice of cropping the hair on the neck, the equine equivalent to our brush cut. T is
thus not surprising Lo find that Tufnell interpreted the horse with ‘disk’ {rom Lachish
{case 5 [fig.9]) as simply a horse with ‘mane’ (Tufnell, Lachish HI, 11, pl. 27.2).



2. Archaeological Evidence 65

“disk’-like appearance when viewed from the front (see especially
pl. 6; cf. figs. 9-10). (2) Since the arms of the clay riders on many of
these horse figurines often extended forward to a point at or below the
horse’s ears {thereby blocking a view of all but the uppermost part of
the mane), the artisan often chose to portray only the uppermost part
of the mane (see for example, pl. 8; cf. pl. 7 and fig. 9). In the cases
then of an unfinished figurine with no rider (plausibly case 3 [pls. 3
and 4]) or of a horse with a broken rider {case 4 [fig. 8]), the mane
thus gives the appearance of a disk-like object between the ears with a
long ‘disk support’ extending behind the ears.! (3) Because the ‘disk’
in cases 4, 5 and 6 occur in association with other clay pieces on the
head which are clearly part of the horse's headgear, it is possible that
the ‘disks’ on thesc horses are also part of this gear, At the very least,
an inlcrpretation which attempts to account for this ‘disk’ without
possible reference to other clay pieces found on the heads of many of
these animals 1§ open to question.

Finally and most significantly, paralle! horse figurines of similar
date from Cyprus also bear cone-shaped protrusions on their heads,
but neither the shape of the protrusions nor the context in which these
horse figurines were found suggest a connection of any kind with a
sun cuit (for the Cypriote figurines in question see, for example, fig.
117.2 Clearly, then, the finding of horse figurines so near the
Jerusalem temple must be interpreted in light of the context of the

I.  Thus what Holland refers to as a “disk support’ is probably the crest of the
mane. (If a disk support were necded, the horse's ears probably would have been
used; cf. the disk between the horns of the bull Apis [ANEP, fig. 570].)

2. See, for example, E. Gjerstad er al., The Swedish Cyprus Expedition
(4 vols.; Stockholm: The Swedish Cyprus Expedition, 1934-56), IL.2, pl. 17.1.7.
Scholars have occasionally drawn anention in the past to a close similarity between
Cypriote figurines of the Cypro-Archaic period and figurines [rom the same period in
Palestine. Thus Holland (*A Swdy’, p. 149) noted a Cypriote or Phoenician
influence in the case of the more claborate "Horses with Incised Trappings’ from
Samaria. Similarly (erstad er af. (Swedish Cyprus Expedition, TV.2 323) argue that
a clay horse and rider from Beth Shemesh Tomb 8 (dated to the sixth century BCE) is
either an imitation of a Cypricte form or an item imported from Cyprus. Further, in
her discussion af case 5 above (fig. 9), O. Tufnell {Lachish I, 11, pl. 27.2)
compares this horse and rider with a similar figurine from Tomb ¥ at Amathus in
Cyprus {for a photo of which sce Gjerstad et al., Swedish Cyprus Expedition, 11.2,
pl. 14.1.67). For the phote on which fig. 11 is based, see A.C. Brown and
W.W. Catling, Ancient Cyprus {Oxford: Ashmolean Museum, 1975}, p. 53.
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archaeology of Cyprus and Palestine in general and not 2 Kgs 23,11 in
particular,

To summarize, the presence of so-called sun disks on the heads of
some Palestinian ITron Age horse figurines cannot be used as direct
evidence for linking these horses to sun worship as reflected in the
Jerusalem temple for the following reasons: (1) the problem of the
presence of various shapes (some of which are mere ‘blobs’) on the
heads of many horses; (2) incongruities between the horse(-and-rider)
figurines and the riderless horses described in 2 Kgs 23.11; (3) the
likelihood that the ‘disks’ are to be understood with reference to one
or more of the following: (a) prominent manes; (b} abbreviated manes
(upper part only shown); (c) {lat, round, disk-like endings to manes;
and (d) trappings:' and {4} the presence of close parallels from
Cyprus.

The Solar Orientation® of Cultic Structures

Archacologists often suggest on the basis of the apparently solar-
specific alignment of a cultic structure that it was built by a sun cult.’
In the case of ancient Israel, some scholars ol the past have similarly

1. To be sure, it might still be that the harse figurines are rclated to a sun cult
despite the unlikelihoodl that the horses aclually bear sun disks, but the evidence fera
link with & sun cult must now be judged slim. Moreover, in light of the purpose of
the present preliminary study which is to examine relatvely unambiguous evidence
far sun worship in Ancient Isracl, the many horse figurines from Iron Age levels in
Syria-Palestine are omitted from consideration. In any case, should further sesearch
prove that the horses relevant to an indigenous sun cult in Ancient Israel, the main
thesis of this book would probably only be supported.

2. Noattempt will be made here 1o explore the range of possible explanations
for the orientation of cultic structures beyoend the option of oricntation toward the
sun. (For a briel survey of various explanalions, see, for cxampie, T.A. Busink,
Der Tempel von Jerusalem, von Salomo bis Herodes [2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1970,
I980], H. pp. 652-56; B. Diehner, ‘Die Orientierung des Jerusalemer Tempels und
die “*Sacred Direction” der frithchristlichen Kirchen™, ZDPV 87 [1971], pp. 153-66.)
Also, for the purposes of the hypothesis explored in this section, the direction of
orientation is defined by a line extending from the centre of the cult niche/Holy of
Holies {or the presumed location thereof) along the central axis of the structure
towards the wall opposite the cult niche/Holy of Holies and usually containing the
main entrance to the structure.

3. Stonehenpe is an obvious cxample.
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judged the eastward orientation of such structures as the temple of
Solomon and the ‘Solar Shrine’ at Lachish to imply the presence of
solar elements within the cult.! Although few scholars today are
inclined to interpret the orientation of the temple of Solomon with
reference to a solar cult, the eastward orientation of this and a few
other Yahwistic structures is nonetheless unmistakable? and should
thus not be overlooked in a study of possible solar elements in
Israelite religion. Though dubious of the solar significance of the
orientation of Solomon’s temple, Van Dyke Parunak nonetheless
underscores the possible relevance of orientation as follows:

Numerous cultic structures, localed outside ol Jerusalem, have heen
cxcavated recently. May not their devotecs have belonged to the same
unorthodox groups who at times gained control even of the temple
precinets (2 Kings 21.2-5; 23.5, 6)7 While they could not change the
oricntation of the Solemonic wmple, they might well align their own
structures 10 point to the astronomical objects of their worship. It would
be a simple and interesting part of the excavation and publication of such
cultic remains 10 survey and compute possible astronomical alignments.

In the analysis that follows, the relevant mathematical equations set
forth originally by H. Van Dyke Parunak* are applied in such a way
as to provide a close approximation (estimated to be within a few
degrees of accuracy) of the position of the sun relative to a specified
cult centre.® Morecver, the position of the sun is indicated not only
for significant days within the solar calendar (as Parunak has done for
the temple of Jerusalem), but for seven-day intervals throughout the

1. See, {or example, the works of Hollis and Starkey discussed later i this
section.

2. The castward orientation of the Jerusalem wemple 1s well known, Yahwistic
shrines that face castwards are also anested at Arad, Lachish and, by the inference of
some, Beer-sheba (on which see later in this discussion). Z. Herzog, ALF. Raincy
and §. Moshkovitz ("The Stratigraphy at Beer-sheba and the Location of the
Sanctuary’, BASOR 225 [1977], p. 56) in fact claim that one of the criteria for cultic
architecture is ‘orientation to the sunrisc’.

3. H. Van Dyke Paronak, ‘Was Solomon’s Temple Aligned to the Sun?', PEQ
110 (1978), pp. 25.

4. Parunak, ‘Solomon’s Temple', pp. 30-31.

5. T am greatly indehted to [ir D. Staley, applicd mathematician at Carleton
University, Ottawa, for his help with the mathematical results offered in this section
of the book.
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entire vear, thus allowing for the possibility that solar elements may
have become an important part of other festival days within the
calendar. The calculations of alignments found in the appendices and
the discussions of each cultic structure noted below are based on the
results of these computations.’

The Temple of Solomon

Despite a recent ¢laim to the contrary, it is doubtful that there are any
archaeological remains on the temple mount that can be used to
calculate the position of either the first or the second temple.? Any
discussion of the onentation of the Selomenic temple must therefore
be based upon other factors such as biblical data and the orientation of
other cultic structures, considered below.?

1. The fourth and fifth equations used by Parunak ('Solomon’s Temple’, p. 30)
were used in this study to determine the values B (an intermediate angle for
caleulation purpases) and H (the angle of the sun above the horizan) respectively.

It should be emphasized that the calculations offered here are only ¢lose
approximalions. As Van Dyke Parunak notes ('Solomon’s Temple', p. 31 an. 10,
11) the exact determination of solar alignment would requine on-site measurements
with a transit and consideration of minor varying factors such as ‘parallax,
atmospherie relraction, and diameter of (he heavenly body®. Further, published
reports do not always specify whether the reported angle of a struclure relates to true
or magnetic north. Not surprisingly, mcasurements of the angle of the same cultic
structure can vary hy a few degrees depending on the excavation report consulted. In
most cases, however, the cultic structures are so far from being aligned to the sun
that mere precise measurements are not required. In the exceptional cascs it is
passible in light of the data presendy available to determine only whether or not solar
alignment scems likely.

2. The arguments adduced by A.S. Kaufman ("Where the Ancient Temple of
Jerusalem Stood’, BARev 9.2 [March—April 1983], pp. 40-59) have not been
generally accepted by professional archaeologists. In any case the orientation offeted
by Kaufman (‘Ancicnt Temple'. p. 55) of 83.8 degrecs would place the sun at about
ten degrees below the {flat) horizon on the days of equinoxes and at an angle of
39.16 degrees during the summer solstice. In other words, cven assuming the
validity ol Kaufman’s calculations, the temple would net have been aligned to the
sun; of. Appendix H.

3. A discussion of the orientation of the Solomonic temple, known to face
castwards on textual grounds, is reserved for an excursus at the end of this section,
following the examination of the orientation of other religiovs structures. The matter
is also considered in a section in Chapter 3 which considers biblical evidence,
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Aharoni's Eastward-Facing Temples

Y. Aharoni argues for the presence of eastward-facing shrines at
Arad, Lachish and Beer-sheba, Each of these cultic structures is
examined in turn.

a. The Iron Age Temple ar Arad

Although the Yahwistic shrine at Arad underwent scveral changes
during its short history, it is clear that the position of the cult niche
relative to the doorway that leads from the broadroom to the
courtyard remained the same throughout the life of the shrine.!
Appendix A gives a close approximation of the days of the year
{numbered in the left-hand column and beginning arbitrarily with day
‘zero’ as the day of the winter solstice) on which the sun shone along
an axis leading through the doorway of the broadroom and into the
Holy of Holies. On the days of equinox, days 91 and 273.7 the angle of
the sun relative to the horizon was virtually zero, indicating that,
unless obstructed, the sun would have shone directly inte the Holy of
Holies at sunrise on these two days.

Under normal circumstances it might be reasonable to judge from
this orientation that the sanctuary at Arad was intentionally aligned to
the sun. In the case of this shrine, however, the situation is compli-
cated by the presence to the gast of the fortress wall which would have
prevented the surn from entering the Holy of Holies at sunrise.? Does

1. On the shrne at Arad, see Y. Aharoni, ‘Arad: Its Inscriptions and Temple’,
BA 31 (1968), pp. 2-32; Z. Herzog et al., “The Israelite Fortress at Arad’, BASOR
254 (1984), pp. 1-34; Z. Herzog, M. Aharoni and A.F. Rainey, ‘Arad: An Ancient
Israclite Fortress with a Temple 1o Yahweh', BARev 13 (1987), pp. 16-35;
D. Ussishkin, ‘The Date of the Judacan Shrine at Arad’, fEJS 38 (1988), pp. 142-
57. According 1o Ussishkin, the shrine was built in the late eighth or early seventh
centurics BCE and was destroyed in the sixth century (*Date of the Judaean Shrine’,
p. 155).

2. The days of equinox arc those on which the angle of the sun relative to the
horizon is vintually zero. Conversely, the days on which this angle is greatest, days 0
and 182, denote respectively the winter and summer solstices.

3. Forcxample, if the height of the castern wall was 5.4 m, the building east of
the 1emple 2.9 m, or the easicrn wall of the emple courtyard 2 m, the sun would
reach the floor at the back of the Holy of Helies only at an angle above 6.5 degrees.
The upper limit, of course, would be set by the height of the roof over the niche and
broad-room; for example, if the roof was 1.8 m high, the maximum angle at which
the sun would reach the hack of the Holy of Halies would be 18 deprees,
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this mean that the alignment of the temple to the sun was coincidental
or that a cult with solar elements (including presumably a solar
understanding of Yahweh) had to compromise to meet the need for a
fortress wall?

The issue still remains clouded when taken one step further. On the
one hand, it may be significant that the Holy of Holies was located at
the base of the western wall, the first possible place within the fortress
where direct sunlight would fall on the moming of the spring and
auturmnal equinoxes. Was a sun cult thus deing its best to compensate
for the eastern wall? On the other hand, however, it could be that the
alignment of the shrine simply corresponds to the generally east-west
alignment of the fortress as whole, in which case no solar inference
should necessarily be drawn from the crientation. (Moreover, the
doorway of the broadroom which lies in front of the Holy of Holies
does not appear to be located precisely opposite to the centre of the
Holy of Holies.) Thus, whether the alignment of the Arad shrine to the
equinoxes is intentional and reflective of solar elemcats within the
cult, or coincidental and thus irrelevant to the cult, cannot be deter-
mined with certainty. On the basis of the evidence at present,
however, the latter option seems more likely.

b. Two Temples w1 Lachish

Word of a *Solar Shrine’ at Lachish first came as a result of excava-
tions conducted by J.L. Starkey in 1935, Starkey uncovered a rectang-
ular structure of approximately 17 by 27 m which he identified as
‘the sanctuary of a building dedicated to one of the later intrusive cults
introduced during the Persian regime’.! Starkey elaborates as follows:
‘The eastern orientation of the building and the position of the libation
altar on the open axis line suggest a solar cult’ 2

1. Tufnell, Lachish /11, I, p. 141.

2. Tufnell, Lackish IH, [, p. 141. According to the publisher of the final exca-
vation report, O. Tufncll {Lachish [, 1, p. 141), Starkey was also drawn to this
conciusion because the sanctiary at the west end of the struciure was 1wo metres
higher than the courtyard, asif to prevent the storerooms on the east side of e temple
from blocking a good view of the rising sun. Further, Tufneli interpreted the images
ol a large hand and 2 man with arms raiscd skyward, found on an incensc altar in the
temple, as ‘symbols of the selar cult’ (Lachish II1, 1, pp. 61, 384, 11, pl. 42.8, 9).
However, these additioral factors have been interpreted satisfactorily on alternative
grounds in the repost on the sancluary by Aharoni (Lachish V, pp. 9, 44-46).
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When in 1966 and 1968 Aharoni re-examined sacral structures at
Lachish, he judged them somewhat differently. He interpreted the
‘Solar Shrine’ nol as the product of an intrusive cult, but as the work
of Yahweh worshippers.! Accordingly, Aharoni remamed the
structure *Temple 106°, noting that the Yahwistic Arad and Solomonic
temples (which he implicitly assumed could not be sclar cult
structures) were also oriented to the east.? Finally, Aharoni noted that
to the southeast of Temple 106, which he dated to the Hellenistic
Period, lay its immediate predecessor from the Persian Period,
another eastward-facing Yahwistic temple known simply as ‘Building
10’ Since, tn Light of the purpose of this book, we cannot presume
with Aharom that the Yahwistic character of a shrine necessarily
precludes it from being solar, it is worth reconsidering the suggestive
orientation of these structures at Lachish.

The ‘Solar Shrine’. Judging the orientation of this shrine to be based
on a line drawn from the back of the Holy of Holies through the
centre of the doorways of bath the adyton and broadroom of the [A-
IB structure, the temple was not aligned to allow the sun to enter the
temple at sunrise on either the days of cquinox or the days of solstice,
as Appendix C makes clear. Thus, the most important criterion of
Starkey for judging the temple to be solar has been shown to be
lacking on these fairly objective grounds.

Building 10. During the course of research on this structure, I
consulied Professor J.S. Holladay, Ir, who informs me that the
similarities adduced by Ahareni between Temple 106 and Bailding 10
are not at all striking and that the latter is much more likely to be a
farmsiead than a ‘temple’.! The orientation of this structure is

I, Aharoni, Lachish V, pp. 9, 44-46.

2. Aharoni, Lachish V, pp. 1-2.

3. Oral communication. For Aharoni’s arpument that Building 106 is a iemple,
see Lachish V, pp. 9-10. Tn response 1o Aharoni’s ¢laim in support of the sacral
identity of the structure——that a limestone incense stand or alur was assigned by
mistake 1o the Solar Shrine and not to Building 10—Holladay notes that similar
ohjects have been found in houses elsewhere, such as at Beer-sheba, For secular
parzllels o Building 10 which are superior to the sucral parailels adduced by
Aharoni, Holladay refers to structores of Persian/Hellenistic date in the arca of the
old citadel a1 Hazor,
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therefore probably not relevant for the purposes of the present study.!

¢. The Temples ar Beer-sheba

According to Abaroni and his colleagues who have published
excavation reports on Beer-sheba since his death, Beer-sheba also
bears testimony to at least one east-west facing ternple.

Tel Beer-sheba was excavated between 1969 and 1974 under the
direction of Yoharan Aharoni who was seeking corroborative
evidence for his theory that Judaean border sites such as Beer-sheba
would have Jewish temples as at Arad.? Although no Iron Age temple
was discovered at Beer-sheba, Aharoni's theory received considerable
support in 1973 from the discovery of a dismantled four-horned altar
in the walls of a pillared building of Stratum 2. Since the blocks
formed part of a wall built in Stratum 2, this horned altar, some 63
inches high, predates the time of the construction of Stratum 2.°
Naturally the discovery of a massive altar from the Israelite period
led to the conclusion that there must have been a sanctuary at this time
in Beer-sheba and speculations thus arose concerning its location.
Although more than one location has been mentioned, the most
compelling is that suggested by Aharoni, namely, that the temple once
stood underneath Building 32, excavated by AF. Rainey and dubbed
the ‘Basement House'™.*

1. To judge from a diagram offered by Aharoni (Lachish V., fig. 3), the
oricntation of this structure is approximately 103.5 degrees which mcans that its
alignment is probably not significant with respeet 1o the sun in any case.

2. Works relevant for the following discussion are as follows: Y. Aharoni,
‘The Horned Altar of Beer-sheba’, BA 35 (1974), pp. 2-5. idem, ‘Excavations at
Tel Beer-sheba. Preliminary Report of the Fifth and Sixth Seasons, 1973-1974", TA
2 (1975), pp. 146-68; idem, "Tel Beersheba’, EAEHL 1 (1975), pp. 160-68; idem
{ed.), Beer-sheba I: Excavations at Tel Beer-sheba, [969-1971 Seasons (P14, 2; Tel
Aviv: Institute of Archaeclogy, 1973} Y. Yadin, ‘Beer-sheba: The High Place
Destroyed by King Josiah®, BASOR 222 (1976), pp. 1-17; Z. Herzog,
AF. Rainey and 8. Moshkovitz, "The Stratigraphy at Beer-sheba and the Location
of the Sanctuary’, BASOR 225 (1977), pp. 49-58; A F. Rain¢y, ‘Beer-sheba’,
ISBE 1 (1979), pp. 448-51.

3. Herzog, Raincy and Moshkavitz, ‘Stratigraphy at Beer-sheba’, pp. 57-38.
1.5, Holladay, Jr {'Religion in Isracl’, p. 256) suggests that the altar may be
associated with chalices found in Stratum 5 at the northeast comer of the tel, in which
cise the allar would date to as early as the late tenth or carly ninth centuries BCE.

4. Soon after the discavery, Y. Yadin (‘Becr-sheba: The High Place’) dated the
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The ‘Basement House’. As Appendix D makes clear, the orientation of
the foundations of this building, under which the temple is thought te
have stood, suggests strongly that, if this indeed is where the temple
once stood, it was probably aligned in such a way as to greet the first
rays of morning on the vernal and aulumnal equinoxes. However,
because we are dealing with a mere hole in the ground and not a
ternple, it is important to assess the arguments adduced by the Tel
Aviv school in favour of the notion that this was the site of an Israelite
temple destroyed by Hezekiah,

First, this building is unique in so far as the excavator was aware in
that the foundation trenches were dug all the way down to bedrock,
thercby completely obliterating all traces of the previously existing
structure(s). Since there is no structural reason for doing this,
Z. Herzog, A.F. Raincy, 5. Moshkovilz and Y. Aharoni offer the
following cultic cxplanation: just as the horned altar was dismantled
block by block during the cultic reforms of Hezekiah, so oo all traces
of this sanctuary were obliterated when it was similarly dismantled
block by block.!

Secondly, Building 32 is the only structure at Beer-sheba eriented
east-west. This is relevant in view of the following claim of Herzog,
Rainey and Moshkovitz:

Cultic huildings of the lsraclite period regularly were oriented 1owards the
sunrise (ihat 18, east-west), such as the biblical tabernacle and the temples
of Solomon and Ezckiel as well as the Israclite cult building at Arad and
the Hellemslic buildings al Lachish and Beer-sheba. All three of these
latter structures, discovered in excavalions, have a similar plan with a
courtyard on the easl. .. ls it really conceivable that such a beautiful
monument [the horned altar] could bave stood anywhere cxcept in a
spacious courtyard fronting on a cultic building facing cast??

altar to the seventh century and associated il with Building 430, which he soggested
was a cult centse in view of the presence of a drain and staircase Jeading up to the
supposed original location of the altar. This vicw, however, has been effectively
refuted by Herzog, Rainey and Moshkovitz, *The Stratigraphy at Beer-sheha’,
pp. 53-56.

b, Aharoni, ‘Fifth and Sixh Scasong’, p. 162, Aharoni (p. 163) suggests that
the harsher treatment of the sancluzry at Beer-sheba relative to that at Arad is because
Beer-sheba can be ‘singled out’ as the Judacan equivalent of Bethel in Israel
{cf. Amos 5.5; 8.14).

2. Herzog, Raincy and Moshkovite, “Stratigraphy at Beer-sheba’, p. 53,
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Thirdly, the size occupied by Building 32 is about the same as that
occupied by the Arad (Iron Age) temple.!

Fourthly, Building 32 is located at the top of the ascent and on the
main road from the city gate and is thus an ideal location for a
building of religious significance.

Fifthly, in view of the ideal location of the site and Aharoni's
searches elsewhere on the tel, ‘actually no other place is left’ 2

Sixthly, Herzog, Rainey and Moshkovitz identify traces of a chalk
floor underneath the courtyard of Building 32 with the floor of the
courtyard of the previously existing Stratum 3 religicus structure.’ In
view of this and the evidence just cited, these scholars offer the
following interpretation; “We believe that the altar once stood in the
courtyard here and that Hezekiah gave the order te remove both the
altar and all traces of the building when Stratum T was built’.*

Finally, ta Aharoni the discovery of a temple of Hellenistic date
near this ‘basement house’ (that is, Building 32) and crossing its court-
vard, ‘is the strongest argument regarding the preservation of the
sanctified traditions at this spot as common at other venerated places’ .’

To evaluate, Aharoni, Rainey and others make a good case for
believing that prior to the time of Stratum 2 there was an eastward-
facing Judaean temple on the site later occupied by Building 32.
Moreover, as Appendix D makes clear, if the temple was located in
the place of the cleared area and similarly oricnted, the temple would
have come at least close to greeting the morning sun on equinoctial
days. Nevertheless, all of the evidence in favour of this location

1. Aharoni, 'Fifth and Sixth Seasons’, p. 163; Herzog, Rainey, and
Moshkovitz, 'Stratigraphy at Beer-sheba’, p. 57. Building 32 occupies a space of
about twelve by seventeen metres, The measurement is based on the size of the final
phase of the Arad 1emple. As noted earlier, the dimensions of the Building 10 at
Lachish are irrelevant since it is probably not a temple.

2. Aharoni, ‘Fifth and Sixth Seasons’, p. 163.

3. Herzog, Rainey and Moshkovilz, Stratigraphy of Beer-sheba’, p. 58.
{Apparently not all of the remnants of the Stratum 3 building were obliterated
underneath the courtyard of Building 32.)

4. Herzog, Raincy and Moshkovitz, ‘Stratigraphy of Beer-sheba’, p. 58.

5.  Aharoni, ‘Fifth and Sixth Seasons’, p. 163. He mentions further the prob-
able presence in this area of a *high place’ dating to the Persian and carly Hellenistic
periods and concludes that ‘in spite of this latter temple's pagan and cosmopolilan
nature [that is, the Hellenistic temple’s]. it preserved Lhe ancient cult tradition of the
site’ (‘Fifth and Sixih Seasons’, p. 165).
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(including orientation not west but east) is indirect; besides, there are
other possible locations for the sanctuary as well as other possible
dates for the four-horned altar (that is, well before Stecatum 2).' In
short, though tantalizing, the cleared area under Building 32 is an
insufficient basis upon which to build or test any theory regarding the
nature of Yahwistic temples.

The Hellenistic Temple. This structure, in part overlying Building 32,
consists of a broadroom of 4 by 12 m with a courtyard to the east of
some 11 by 18 m. Several factors help to identify the structure as a
temple, among which are a similarity between what was left of the
plan of the structure evident at Beer-sheba and that of the temple at
Arad,? the discovery in the courtyard area of an incense altar some
60 em high, an iron incense shovel, a base (roughly 2 m square) for
an aitar of burnt offering, and several favissae containing many (often
Egyptian) votive objects. Rainey claims that the first phase of this
temple began no earlier than about 125 BCE and the second lasted until
95-90 BCE.? Significantly, Rainey further adds that ‘the central axis
was turned north of east, to line up with the summer solstice’.?

As Appendix E makes clear, although Rainey was close in his
estimation that the temple was aligned to the summer solstice,’ the sun
would have fallen upon the adyton of the temple when the angle of the
sun was approximately 6.5 degrees above the level of the horizon,
censiderably later than sunrise.’

1. Note, for example, the alternative location for the altar proposed by Holladay
and menticned earlier in this discussion.

2. Unforunately the floor plan of the southwestern part of the structure includ-
ing the area where the Holy of Holies is thought to have steod Is no longer preserved.

3. Rainey, ‘Beer-sheba’, p. 450.

4, Rainey, ‘Beer-sheba’, p. 450.

3. The time of the summer solstice 1s indicated on the charl as the time at which
the angle of the sun relative to the equator was 23.81 deprees, day 182 in the left-
hand ¢column.

6, Theadyton is no longer preserved. The calculations were made on the basis
of a line drawn on a diagram paralle] to the north wall (still preserved) and at the
point were it is probable that the adyton was located. If the sanctuary were aligned to
the summer solstice, it would be at an angle of approximately 63.5 degrees relative 10
true north, approximately 2.5 degrees less than its present position. However, if the
eastern wall was two metres high, the sun would have 0 be at approximately this
angle before reaching the adyton in any case. It is difficult to believe, however, that
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Yahwistic Temples outside of Judah

Several Yahwistic religious structures are known to have existed
outside of Judah in post-exilic times. It is important to examine the
orientation of these structures in order to determine whether any of
them suggest alignment to the sun.

a, Elephantine

Although there are no known archaeological remains of this
sanctuary, it is perhaps appropriate to offer here the results of
calculations based on the little that can be gleaned from the archives of
Elephantine concerning the orientation of the sanctuary. If B. Porten
is correct in his judgment that the temple faced north of east, towards
Jerusalem, the angle of the structure would be approximately 18.5
degrees, in which case direct sunlight never entered the temple.!

b. Leontopolis/Tell el-Yehudiyeh

In 1906 W.M. Flinders Petrie claimed tc have found at Tell el-
Yehudiyeh in the Egyptian nome of Heliopelis remains of the Jewish
sanctuary built by Onias.? Although there is considerable doubt that
Petrie’s identification of these remains is correct,? there is no harm in
analyzing the orientation of the structure discovered by Petrie, especi-
ally in view of the recent claim by Hayward that the temple of Onias
referred to by Josephus is a Zadokite reconstruction of the restored
temple of Jerusalem and a structure in which solar symbolism played
an important role.* The orientation of this structure to some 12,5

this is the reason for the displaced orientation, for it would have been far simpler to
compensate for the presence of the wall by locating the doorway along the central
axis of the temple,

1. B. Porten, ‘The Swucwire and Oricntation of the Jewish Temple at
Elephantine—A Revised Plan of the Jewish District’, JAOS 81 (1961), pp. 38-42;
idem, Archives from Elephantine (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1968),
p- 110, fig. 5.

2. Secc WM. Flinders Petrie, Hyksos and Israelite Cidies (London: Office of
School of Archaeclogy, University College, 1906}, pp. 23-24, pls. 22-24. For
another description of the temple and its discovery, see idem, Egypr and Israel
{London: SPCK, 1911), pp. 102-103, figs. 47-48.

3. Note, for example, the words of R. de Vaux on p, 205 of his two-page
‘Post-Scriptum” following the article of M. Delcor, ‘Le temple d’Onias en Egypte’,
RB 75 (1968), pp. 188-203.

4. See R. Hayward, ‘The Jewish Temple at Leontopalis: A Reconsideration’,
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degrees west of north precludes the possibility that this structure was
aligned to the sun,

c. Mt Gerizim/Tell er-Ras

An estimation of the orientation of Building B, excavated by R.J. Bull
in 1966 and 1968 and judged by him to be the remains of the
Samaritan temple, reveals that this structure, aligned about 14.8
degrees east of north, clearly never had direct sunlight running
parallel with its axis.!

d. Qasr el-‘Abd

The orientation of the temple of the Tobiad Hyrcanus at *Araq el-
Amir is about nineteen degrees west of north. It is therefore not
aligned towards the sun.?

JJ8 33 (=Yadin Feswschrift} (1982), pp. 429-43. Hayward argues, for example
{(*Jewish Temple’, pp. 434-37, 444)), that the adaptatuon ef the seven-hranched
menarah signifying the planels in relation to the sun to a single hrilliant light
described in terms of a divine epiphany denotes Yahweh as the divine sun who,
according to [sa. 60.19-21, replaces the sun as the source of light in the restored
Jerusalem. See the section on Zadokites in the next chapter for further discussion of
Hayward's notion. (I am indebted to P.R. Davies far drawing the article of Hayward
to my attention.)

I. For dctails concerning the cxcavalions, see, for example, R.J. Bull, “The
Excavations of Tell er-Ras on Mt Gerizim’, BA 31 {1968), pp. 58-72; idem,
‘Er-Ras, Tell (Mount Gerizim)’, EAEHL 4 (1978), pp. 10115-22; R.J. Bull and
E.F. Campbell, “The Sixth Campaign at Balitah {Shechem)', BASOR 190 (1968),
pp. 4-19. For a brief general discussion, sec also V. Fritz, Tempel und Zelt
(WMANT, 47, Neukirchen—Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1977}, pp. 79-81. The
estimation of orientation offered here is based on the assumption that the directional
arrow in the diagram offered by R.J. Bull (*Er-Ras, Tell’, p. 1021) points to trug
north, as is confirmed Jater by Bull ('A Tripartite Sundial from Tell Er Ris on Mt.
Gerizim’, BASOR 219 [1975], p. 36). If this structure is correctly identified by Bull
(which it may not be; see R.T. Anderson, 'The Elusive Samazritan Temple’, BA 54.2
[Junc 1991], pp. 106-107} and if Josephus (Ans. 11.8) is correct in associating the con-
struction of the temple with the expelled Zadokite priesthood from Jerusalem, then it
appears thal at least in this case Zadokites had no concemn to align temples with the sun.

2. The calculation is based on the diagram offercd by P.W. Lapp ('The Second
and Third Campaigns at *Araq el-Emir’, BASOR 171 [19631, p. 22, fig. 7). Even if
Lapp did not record true but magnetic north as ‘north’, the temple would not be
aligned with the sun. For a general discussion, see Fritz, Tempel, pp. 87-51.
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Orther Religious Structures

Calculations made on the following additional cultic structures gave
no suggestion of alignment on solar grounds: the *Stelae Temple’ of
Hazor Area C;' the ‘temples’ of Hazor Area H (Strata 3, 2, 1B and
1A);* the ‘High Place’ at Tel Dan;* the temple at Tell Ta‘yinat;* and
Cult Room 49 at Lachish (Stratum 3).°

1. The presence of a crescent with disk in the central siele in this shrine dating to
the Late Bronze 1I-1II period raiscs the question of the possible significance of the
shring's eastward orientation. Assuming the axis to extend from Lhe hack of the
shrine following a line parallel to the southern and northern walls and extending
through the inner doorway of the shrine, neither a calculation based on the
assumption that the diagram offered by Yadin (Head of all those Kingdoms, fig. 16)
records true north nor that it records magnetic north suggests that the level 1A shrine
was aligned with respest to the rising sun on selstices or equinoxes. (This is strongly
suggesied also by the indirect access to the shrine.)

2. Yadin, Head of all those Kingdoms, figs. 18-21. (Cf. M. Ouosson, Temples
and Cult Pluces in Palestine [Boreas, 12; Uppsala: n.p., 1980, pp. 28, 31)

3. Atno point during the year does the sun shine directly in line with the high
place at Dan at an angle below 32 degrees, meaning that alignment, towards the sun
at mid morning, is not likely to be intentional. (Even if Biran's directional arrow
points to magnetic north, the minimum angle of the sun in the honzon relauve 10 the
axis of the high place docs not go below 32 degrees.) For the diagram of the sitc on
which the calculation was based, see A, Biran, ‘Two Discoveries at Tel Dan’, JEJ
30 (1980), fig. L. For a description of this cultic complex, see idem, 'Tel Dan Five
Years Later”, BA 43 (1980), pp. 175-76.

4. This temple is of interest in the present context because of its close similarity
with the plan of the Sclomaonic temple. {See, for example, E.G. Wright, *‘Solomon’s
Temple Resurrected’, BA 4 [1941], pp. 20-21. For a balanced recent appraisal, see
I. Quellette, 'Temple of Solomon’, FDBSup, p. 872.) The orientation of this
national Synan temple of the eighth century BCE can be determined on the basis of
plans offered in the excavation report (R.C. Baines, Excavations in the Plain of
Antiach If [OIP, 95; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971], 11, pis. 93, 103)
1o be approximately 83.5 degrees. As Appendix F shows, on the days of equinox the
angle of the sun is about 8 degrees below the horizon, Even allowing for a margin of
error of a fow degrees, it is doubtful that the temple was aligned to greet the moming
sun on the days of cquinox or at any other time. (Thankfully, Hatnes [Excavations,
pl. 93] distinguishes hetween true and magnetic north,)

5.  Assuming the orientation of this Yahwistic shrine of the tenth century BCE to
be along a line drawn from perpendicular to the back of the wall outward through the
presumed sight of the door, the direction i1s approximately 43.5 degrees. (The
calculation was based on the plan of the sanciuary offered by Aharoni, Lachish V,
pl. 60. On the problems with identifying the doorway, sce Lachish V, p. 26.)
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Summary

Except in the cases of the Iron Age sanctuaries at Arad and Beer-
sheba, there is no reason to believe that the orientation of any of the
temples discussed above reflects a concern for alignment to the sun on
any significant days within the solar year. Concerning the exceptions,
the alignment to the equinoctial sun of the sanctuary at Arad is
probably not suggestive of solar elements within the cult and the
alignment of the sanctuary at Beer-sheba is in toto a theoretical
construct upon which no weight of evidence can be placed.

In addition to this summary, a few additional notes may he added
that are relevant to some of these cultic structures. First, it is worth
emphasizing that therc is ne indication that Yahwistic cultic
architecture in the post-exilic period was influenced by considerations
of solar alignment. Secondly, unlike the archaeoclogical indications
from the north in the tenth century BCE studied earlier in this chapter,
Cult Room 49 at Lachish provides no artefactual indication of the
presence of solar elements within Yahwism. Perhaps, then, solar
elements in the tenth century BCE were sporadic or confined to the
north (or both), or, more likely, these elements were present only in
spheres under the influence of royal religion.

The ‘Solar’ Orientation of the Temple of Solomon’

As noted earlier, there are no confirmed archaeological remains with
which to determine the precise orientation of the temple of Soloemon.
The lask of assessment thus involves consideration of indirect
evidence, which includes the following: (1) the biblical evidence (for
which see Chapter 3); (2) the resulis of calculations conducted on the
structures just examined (for the application of which see later in this
section); and (3) the results of calculalions conducied on various
theoretical points of reference for the Sclomonic temple that have

Neither orientation nor conients suggest solar clements within the varicty of
Yahwism represenicd by this sheine.

I, For recent discussions of the oricntation of the Solaomonic temple which deal
with the possibility of alignment on solar grounds, see, for example, Busink, Der
Tempel, 1, pp. 252-36; Dicbner, ‘Die Oricnticrung’. pp. 157-39; Ottosson, Temples
and Cult Places, pp. 115-18; L A, Snijders, 'L oricntation du temple de Férusalem”,
0TS 14 (1965), pp. 214-34, passim; Fritz, Tempel, p. 68; and Stihli, Solare
Elemente, p. 15 n. 66,
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been proposed in the history of scholarship! (for which see
immediately below).

In the early part of this century two slightly different views
concerning the ‘selar’ orientation of the Solomonic temple arose. First
was the view of C.V L. Charlier, according to whom the temple was
aligned so that on the two equinoctial days of the year (estimated by
him te be the first day of the first month and the tenth day of the
seventh month) the sun rose over the Mount of Olives and shone
through the eastern gate and into the Holy of Holies.? The second view
was put forth by A.F. von Gall, according to whom the Solomonic
temple was not aligned with respect to the equinoxes, but as a result of
the answer Yahweh gave te Solomon when this king sought an oracle
from him in light of one of the two eclipses that occurred during his
reign, namely, the one on 22 May 948 BCE (cf. 1 Kgs 8.53 [LXX]).
Thus, the central axis of the temple was aligned so that on the day of
eclipse the rising sun would shinc into the Holy of Holies from the
crest of the Mount of Olives.” Since these views were built upon by
Morgenstern® and Hollis® in the thirties, they will be evaluated in
conjunction with the construals offered by these later scholars.

In his study *The Gates of Righteousness® J. Morgenstern notes in
detail many of the cosmic and even solar traditions associated with the

1. See, for example, W.C. Graham and H.G. May, Culture and Conscience:
An Archaeological Study of the New Religious Past in Ancient Palestine {Chicago,
IL: The University of Chicago Press. 1936), pp. 237-38; T.H. Gaster, Thespis
{New York: Gordian, 2nd edn, 1975}, p. 67; Fritz, Tempel, p. 68,

2. C.V.L. Charlier, ‘Ein astronemischer Beitrag zur Excpese des Alwien
Testaments™, ZDMG 58 (1904), pp. 386-94.

3.  AF. von Gall, *Ein ncues astronomisch zu erschlieBendes Datum der dltesten
israelitischen Geschichte', in K. Marti (ed.}, K. Budde zum siebzigsten Geburtsiag
am 13 April 1920 (BZAW, 34; Giessen: Tipelmann, 1920}, jusd 52-60).

4. I. Morgenstern, ‘The Gates of Righteousness’, HUCA 6 (1929}, pp. 1-31.

5. F.I. Hollis, 'The Sun-Cult and the Temple at Jerusalem’, in S.H. Hooke
(ed.}, Myth and Rirual (London: Oxford University Press, 1933), pp. 87-110; idem,
The Archaealogy of Herod's Temple (London: 1L.M. Dent and Sons, 1934),
pp. 132-39,

It should be noted that H.G. May also did much te popularize the notion of a
solar cult associated with the iemple, but since his arguments arc mostly literary and
thus contribute nothing to the mathematical plausibility of solar orientation, they are
not discussed in the present context. {See, for example, H.G. May, 'Some Aspects
of Solar Worship at Jerusalem’, ZAW 55 [1937], pp. 269-81.)
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gate at the east of the temple area, known in ancient times as the
eastern gate and still known today as the ‘Golden’ Gate.' Morgenstern
adapts the talmudic tradition that associates the gate with the two days
of solstice by associating it rather with the two days of equinox,
thereby bringing the tradition into conformity with the work of
Charlier and with what seems to be far more plausible on
astronomical grounds (alignment of the gate to the solstice is clearly
impossible).? Morgenstern thus hypothesizes that the temple was
aligned so that the sun would rise over the Mount of Olives on the
vernal and autumnal equinoctial days (the latter of which is te be
associated with a New Year festival) and shine through the eastern
gate into the Holy of Hoelies. The hypothesis thus attempts to explain in
solar terms a considerable amount of hiblical tradition. inciuding the
coming and leaving of the glory of Yahweh through the eastern gate?

To evaluate, the mathematical reassessment offered H. Van Dyke
Parunak is absolutely correct: a line drawn from the supposed site of
the temple {the Sacred Rock on the temple mount) to the eastern gate
(the Golden Gate) shows that the sun could not have shone into the
Holy of Holies at this angle (calculated by Parunak to be 58.2
degrees™), as Appendix G confirms. The arguments, at least when
based upon the points of reference chosen by Charlier and
Morgenstern, are thus to be doubted.

Turning to consider the two studies of F.J. Hollis on ‘solar crienta-
tion’, they reflect an indebtedness to the view originally proposed by
von Gall and overlap somewhat with the views of both Morgenstern
and Charlier.’ Hollis adduces four possible lines of evidence for a
solar orientation of the Solomonic temple. (1} A line drawn from the
centre of the Sacred Rock of the temple mount to the summit of the
Mount of Olives passes at right angles to the line of the eastern
retaining wall (that is, along the presumed axis of the Solomonic
temple) which indicates that this line of view from the Holy of Holies
to the summit of the Mount of Olives was sacred.® (2) Following von

Morgensicrn, 'Gates of Righteovsness’, pp. 1-31.
Morgenstern, ‘Gaics of Rightcousness’, pp. 16-19.
Margenstern, ‘Gates of Righleousness’, pp. 31-37.
Parunak, ‘Solomon’s Temple', pp. 31-33.
Hollis, ‘Sun-Cult’; idem. Herod's Temple.
6. Hollis, *Sun-Cult’, pp. 100-102; idem. Herod’s Temple, pp. 133, 136.
Further, according to Hollis (‘Sun-Cult’, pp. 92, 94; idem, Herad’s Temple,

L T S .
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Gall, the solar eclipse of 948 BCE resulted both in the oracle of 1 Kgs
8.12-13 {cf. LXX v. 53) and in the construction of the temple itself.!
(3) The temple was built in the temritory of the tribe of Benjamin
who, to judge from an alternative form of the name which possibly
means ‘worshippers of the sun’, were perhaps members of a sun cult.?
(4) The temple was aligned to the sun as it rose over the Mount of
Olives on the two days of equinox.* Moreover, Hollis adds that the
eastern line of the temple platform (assumed to be at right angles to
the post-exilic temple) is aligned some five degrees southwards
relative to the ling of the retaining wall {assumed to be at right angles
to the Sclomonic temple), a fact which likely reflects an intentional
displacement of the orientation of the post-exilic temple away from its
former offensive solar orientation.*

Ta evaluate, all four of Hollis’s points are seemingly untenable. The
first point suffers from a major difficulty noted also by Parunak,
namely, that the top of the Mount of Olives is a long ridge with no
clearly identifiable summit® Hollis’s ‘summit’ is thus somewhat
arbitrary. Repgarding the second point, the date of the solar eclipse

p. 133), Mishnaic traditions about the sacrifice of a red heifer on the Mount of
Olives whence the priest is said to bc able to see into the emple gives further
evidence of both 1he significance and the sanctity of this line of view.

1. Hollis, ‘Sun-Cult’, pp. 90-91; idem, Herod's Temple, pp. 138-39. Cf. von
Gall, *Ein ncues astronomisch zu erschlicendes Dawom', pp. 57-59.

2. Hollis, *‘Sun-Cult’, pp. 87-88; idem, Herod's Temple, p. 137. Hollis
suggests that the allernate name for Benjamin offered in Gen. 35.18, ben-"6ni is
perhaps not ‘son of my sormow’, bul ‘people of On’ (On being the ‘ancient name of
the city called by the Greeks “Heliopolis”, (hat is, the city of the Sun-god® |idem,
‘Sun-Cult’, pp. 87-88]) and thus ‘sun-worshippers’ {(idem, Herod's Temple,
p. 137}

3. Hollis, ‘Sun-Cult’, p. 104; idem, Herod’s Temple, p. 133,

4. Hollis, *‘Sun-Cult’, pp. 107-108, 110

5. Parunak, ‘Solomen’s Temple', p. 31 n. 12, That the summit is flat is
memntioned by Hollis, but only in passing {Hollis, *Sun-Cult’, p. 92). If this line so
important to Hollis pointed to a specifically discernible "summit’ on the Mount of
Olives, the significance he accords to this line would perhaps be justified. But since
there is no such point, and since this line is at a different angle than that required 1o
line up with the sun at carly morning on the days of cquinax, it is difficult to see that
this linc has any significance whaicver, in spiie of Hollis's reference (o the claim in
the Mishnah that the temple entrance could be seen during the time of the sacrifice of
arcd heifer on the Mount of Olives.
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(948 BCE) is too late to have been of any influence on the construction
of the temple, as Petrie noted long ago.' The third point is based on a
very unlikely interpretation of the alternate name for Benjamin, ben-
‘Gni, as “worshippers of the sun’.? Regarding the fourth point,
Parumak is correct that the angle of Hollis's sacred line, nearly
84 degrees east of true north. does not indicate alignment of the
temple to the equinoxes.’ Further, although Hollis seems to imply
that, in order to compensate for the presence of the Mount of Olives,
the angle of true alignment to the equinoxes would be o the north of
east (and thus not far from the actual reckoning), the angle needed to
align the temple with the sun on equinoctial sunrises would in fact be a
few degrees south of east when an obstacle! such as the Mount of
Olives lies to the east of the religious structure.® Thus, because the

b, W.M. Flinders Petrie, *Supposcd Sun Worship at Jecusalem’, Syre-Egypr 3
(1938), p. L1; cf. Bright, History of Israel, p. 218.

2. The fnal yod on "énf has 1o be ignored with Hollis's construal. Further, the
rendition of the name 4s *son of my sorrow’, makes perfect sense and is welcomed
by the context. See further BDB, p. 122; W.F. Albright, ‘Review of Myth and
Ritual, edited by 5.H. Hooke', JPOS 14 (1934}, p. 155,

3. Sce Appendix H and Parunak, ‘Solomon’s Temple', pp. 31-33. Hollis's
seeming awarencss of this issuc and his attempt to deal with it are reflected in the
following staiements (Hollis, Herod's Temple. p. 133): ‘Now this linc {that is, the
line of vision from the Sacred Rock at right angles io the line of the retaining wall) is
S degrees north of the true east and west line. .. 50 that if in ancient times occasion of
the sacrifice on the Sacred Rock, and the tume of sacrifice was at the moment when
the sun’s disk appeared ever the summit of the Mount of Olives. the sun would have
had to rise north of east, viz. about one degree north of the line fram the Rock ta the
surmit. That is 1o say, the sacrilice would have taken place 15 days before the true
cquinox, a date eacly in September, which might well have been observed in that
climate as the yearly feast of thanksgiving for the harvest.” In other words, Hollis
admits that his alignment is correct only for a time roughly twoe weeks before the
equinox. (This may be confirmed by reference w day 259 in Appendix H, 1wo weeks
before the equinectial day 273 and at which uime the sun would be just less than
2 degrees over the horizon when it shone into the Holy of Holies, assuming a flat
horizon castwards.) Morcover, in view of the presence of the Mount of Olives to the
east of the wwmple movnt, the sun would not shine into the Holy of Holies until a time
closer o day 252, more than two weeks before the equinex.

4. Assuming a flat horizon to the east of the tcmple platform, the angle for
alignment to the equinoctial sunrise would of course be 90 degrees, (Sce Appendix [
on which 1s plotted the position of the sun art this hypothetical angle.)

5. See the varlier discussion of the Arad temple in which an analogous case was
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crest of the Mount of Olives is some 6G m higher than the temple
mount and about 1050 m away (thus blocking the view of the sun
while it ascended almost 4 degrees), Hollis’s angle is actually some 8
degrees! north of the orientation expected if the Solomonic temple
were aligned to meet the sun as it first appeared over the Mount of
Olives on the two days of equinox. For Hollis’s angle to be significant,
it must reflect an event just prior to the equinox, such as the
commencement of the Feast of Booths, a point which Hollis himself
admits.?

Although my evaluation cof earlier scholarship sympathetic to the
notion of the solar crientation of the Solomonic temple has been
largely negative to this point, three factors temper this negative
climate at least to a certain extent. First, it must be remembered that
the evidence examined in this section merely calls into question the
solar significance of the points of alignment chosen by Morgenstern
and Hollis, little more than arbitrary points to be sure, and not the
theoretical possibility of solar alignment. Secondly, it has to be
admitted that from the standpoint of astronomy, temple architecture,
or even topography’ it is theoretically possible for the sun to have
shone through the eastern gate of the Temple and into the Holy of
Holies on a significant occasion within the year such as a time of

noted with respect to the castern wall of the fortress.

1. Infact, on the basis of Parunak’s recalculation of the angle offered by Hollis
{Parunak, ‘Solomon’'s Temple’, pp. 29, 32), Hollis’s angle of alignment is roughly
9 degrees off the line required for the equinox.

2. Hollis, Herod's Temple, p. 133.

3. This merely invelves that assumplion that the hiblical description of the
temple gives a fairly accurate portrayal of the dimensions of the temple. For example,
if the dimensions of the temple (specifically the length of the structure and the height
of the doors in each sectian of the temple) were those which Busink suggests (Der
Tempel, 1, p. 1673, the sun would have been able to shine into the Holy of Holies at
an angle between roughly 3.5 and 13 degrees, the lower limit heing defined by the
height of the crest of the Mount of Olives (roughly 800 m above sea level and thus
60 m higher than the lemple mount), and the upper limit being defined by the height
of the doors of the temple (for which see Busink, Der Tempel, I, p. 167). More-
over, caleulations conductled [or this study but not recorded here confirm Parunak’s
judgment that the temple would have to be aligned at 61 degrees and 119 degrees 1o
line up directly wiih the summer and winter solstices respectively. (Again the angle
would be about 3.5 degrees greater in cach case if the Mount of Olives is made the
practical horizon; ¢f, Parunak, ‘Solomon’s Temple', pp. 32-33))
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equinox,’ (The issue whether solar orientation seems not just
theoretically pessible but likely is of course the remairing question,
whereas examination of archaeological data has offered no clear
analogue, examination of the biblical material will offer strong
support for the influence of solar elements at the time of the
construction of the temple, but not necessarily support for an effect of
these elements on the alignment of the temple.} Thirdly, in light of
evidence considered in Chapter 3 for the Feast of Booths as a locus
for solar Yahwism, it is worth noting in passing that there is a
correspondence between the time of the Feast of Booths and the time
during which Hollis's ‘sacred line” (that is, his theorized axis of the
temple} would be of significance for a solar cult. {It of course remains
uncertain whether Hollis’s line reflects the real axis of the temple.)

In sum, although no firm judgment can be made concerning the
orientalion of the lemple without consideration of biblical evidence,*

I. For example, if the temple were aligned al an angle of 90 or 93 degrees
{depending on whether the temiple was aligned 10 a theoretically flat horizon or to the
summit of the Mount of Olives} the sun would have shane into the Holy of Holies
wher it rose over the hortzon on Lhe lwo equinoctial days.

2. The need for caution until the biblical evidence is considered may be
illustrated by relerence to one example. Ezek. 8.16 describes a climactic abominalion
in which a group of pricsts are prostrating themselves belore the sun at a point
between the porch of the wmple and the aliar of burnt offenngs. Assuming that this
easlward-facing temple was aligned at 90 degrees (or a litle more to compensate for
the height of the Mount of Olives) then, at least according to the date for this event
given by Greenberg (¢f. Exck, 8.1), these men were prostrating themseives toward
the sun in the temple arca during onc of the two fortnightly periods during the whole
year when the sun shone direcily inside the temple into the Holy of Holies. (On the
date of 19 Sepiember 596 BCE given by M. Greenberg, see his Ezekiel 1-20 [AB,
22; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1983], p. 166 and the discussion of Ezek. 8.16
offered in Chapler 3.)

Moreover, although Busink argues that the location of the men between the porch
and altar of burnt offerings in Ezck. 8.16 is suggestive (Der Tempel, I1, p. 652) that
the temple was not well svited to a solar cult, this assurnes that what took place at the
altar of burnt offerings merely compensated for some inherent inadequacy in the
temple itsclf as a solar facility. It could equally be the case, however, that the altar of
burnt offerings was simply part of a comprehensive solar colt establishment that
might have included the temple itsclf, an alternative that can be supported by a con-
siderable amount of biblical evidence {see Chapler 3). Moreover, regarding Busink's
argument that the location of the worshippers behind the aliar of Ahaz suggests that
the sun was already quite high in the sky, this is a minor point which 1 strongly
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the indirect archaeological evidence of the orientation of analogous
steuctures offers little or no reason to believe that the temple of
Solomon was intentionally aligned to the sun as a reflection of cultic
practice. While orientation to the sun is not always characteristic of
sun temples, the lack of clear orientation to the sun on the part of any
Yahwistic cultic structure attested provides no firm indication of the
presence of solar elements within the cult.

A Royal Stamp with Bull and Disk

The discovery at Ramat Rahel, just south of Jerusalem, of seal
impressions that depict a bull between the horns of which is a sun disk
possibly provides further evidence for sun worship in ancient Israel.!
According to G. Ahlstrim, the commen association of Yahweh and
the bull, and the location of the seal in a royal palace of Judah means
in fact that the bull with the sun disk is Yahweh.? The matter clearly
merits further study.

The context in which the impressions were found is as follows.
Each of the five years in which Y. Aharoni excavated at Ramat Rahel
(1954, 1959-1962) brought to light one seal impression with bull and
sun disk, except for the 1960 season which yielded three.® These seven
seal impressions, discovered in conjunction with anepigraphic
impressions that bear mostly ltons and rosettes as well as epigraphic
impressions that include those of the Ychud variety, were found in
dump pits and fills in the area of the destroyed Stratum 3-A Citadel,
which dates to the end of the Iron Age.! There is a consensus that

suspect is irrelzvant in view of the scale of the aliar relative o the angle of the sun
and the distance of the worshippers away from the altar.

1. This solar interpretation was first suggested Lo the excavator, Y. Aharoni, by
L. Rahmani {Aharoni, Seasons 1959 and 1960, p. 10 n. 29).

2. G.W. Ahlsiriim, ‘An Archaeological Picture of Iron Age Religions', SudOr
55 (1984), p. 130.

3. For a discussion of these finds and diagrams or photos, sce the following
reporis: Y, Aharoni, ‘Excavations at Ramath Rahel, 1954: Preliminary Report’, JEF
6 (1956), p. 147, idem, Seasons 1959 and 1960, p. 10, fig. 9.1]; p. 34, pl. 305,
idem, Seasons 1961 and 1962, p. 22, pl. 21.9; pp. 45-46, pl. 21 .8.

4. Y. Aharoni, 'Ramat Rahel’, EAEHL 4 (1978), p. 1007. In this respect
Ahlstréim’s claim that the impressions were found in the arca of the palace is
somewhat misleading.
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these seal impressions belong to the Persian Period,! and within that
period it is reasonable to suppose that they belong between the end of
the sixth and the latter part of the fifth centuries BCE.? Moreover,
because they were found with inscribed seal impressions belonging to
officials within the administration of Judah, the animal impressions
are also assumed to have belonged to these officials.?

Ephraim Stern’s important work on the origin of the imagery on
these seal impressions provides an important clue to understanding the
pessible significance of the bull with the sun disk. According to Stern,
the seal impressions with bull and disk are typologically akin to two
types of ion impressions that were found in the same context at Ramat
Rahel {as well as to other types of animal impressions that have been
found elsewhere).* Moreover, these two types of lion impressions
appear to be crude imitations of Achaemenid motifs, similar to those
attested in royal archives from both Persepolis and Ur.> Thus, on the
basis of these two considerations, it is reasonable to suppose that the
seal impressions with bull and sun disk arc also imitations of
Achaemenid motifs, although it must be admitted that the parallels
which Stern adduces between the bull impressions from Judah and
those from Ur are less striking than the parallels which he notes
between the lions from Judah and those from the Achaemenid realm.®

To evaluate, in view of the typological relationship just noted, no

t.  Forasummary of various views, see E. Stern, Mareria! Culture of the Land
of the Bible in the Persian Peripd 538-332 BC {(Warminster, England: Aris &
Phillips, 1982 [Hebrew, 197303, pp. 209-10,

2. Stern, Material Culture, pp. 209-11.

3. E. Stern, ‘Seal-Impressions in the Achaemenid Style in the Province ol
Jodah®, BASOR 202 (1971), p. 14

4. Stern, Material Culture, pp. 209-11.

5. Stern, Material Cufture, pp. 209-11. See also, idem, "Scal-Impressions’,
p. 0.

6. The parallel between the bull impressions is less than striking because the
Achaemenian example is a bull with a lunar crescent over its croup (for which see
L. Legrain, Seal Cyfinders [Ur Excavatons, 1); London: O«ford University Press,
19511, p. 51, pi. 41.790), whereas the Judaean example is a bull with a sun disk
between its horns, Sun disks atlested on the Achaemenian examples are shown as a
winged sun disk {the symbaol of the supreme deily Ahura-marda), or as a rosette with
a circle in it comfortingly like another impression found at Ramat Rahel (for which
sce Stern, Material Culrure, Bg. 344). On the discovery of the collection from Ur,
see Legrain, Seal Cviinders, pp. x-x, 47.
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more siguificance should be attributed to these impressions than to the
cther animal impressions that also appear to have been borrowed
from roval archives of the Achaemenid realm. Further, according to
Stern, these animal impressions likely date to a time prior to the
attainment of Judaean autonomy from Samaria and they appear also to
have been replaced by seal impressions of the Yehud variety, devoid
of such imagery.! All of these factors thus suggest that the use by a
royal Judaean official (or officials} of a seal impression of a bull with
a sun disk should be regarded as not necessarily indicative of the
presence of solar elements within the religious cutlook of royal
officials of Judah in the Persian Period.

Yahwistic Personal Names from Epigraphic Sources

Personal names attested on Hebrew inscriptions might be expected to
provide imsight into the relationship between sun worship and
Yahwism. J. Tigay’s recent compilation of Israclite personal names
from both epigraphic cnomastic and non-cnomastic inscriptional
sources provides a convenient source from which to extract Israelite
personal names containing possible solar elements.? These names,
listed in Appendix J, are evaluated below.

To evaluate, the names "wryhw, “ryvAw and “ryw are roughly akin to
the biblical names Uriah and Uriyahu and, like them, mean “Yahweh
is (my) light’. Although Yahweh is clearly associated with a luminous
body here, there is no way of knowing on the basis of the name alone
whether Yahweh was associaled with the sun (or some other light) in
reality, as Stihli claims, or only figuratively, as Noth suggests.” In
ecither case, that the element ‘light’ (’[w]r) occurs (albeit rarely) in

l.  Siem, Material Culture, p. 213

2, Tigay, No Other Gods. Following Tigay, names with the ambiguous element
. ‘god for perhaps EI})', are excluded {rom the study. Tigay judges that there is
virtually no evidence from either epigraphic onomastic evidence or non-onomastic
inscriptional evidence 10 suggest that Shemesh was worshipped by Judahites as a
deity independent from Yahweh, at least from the eighth century BCE (o the end of
the southern kingdom, and probably from as early as the time of the United
Monarchy or even the period of the Judges {emphasis mine).

3. Siihli, Sofare Etemente, pp. 40-41; M. Noth, Die israelitischen Personen-
namen im Rahmen der gemeinsemitischen Namengebung (BW ANT, 3.10; Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 1928}, p. 167.
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non-Israelite personal names with the names of deities not known to
have solar associations makes it advisable not to assume solar implica-
tions in the case of these Yahwistic names.! The same must be said in
the case of Neriyahu (nryhw), ‘My lamp is Yahweh'; though sugges-
tive, the first element occurs frequently in non-Israelite personal
names with theophoric elements that have ne known association with
the sun.’

Turning finally to Yehozarah (yvAwzrh), ‘Yahweh has shone forth’,
although it might be that Yahweh is understood to shine forth in a
purely figurative sense, that this is so in the present case is perhaps
doubtful. First, apart from cases in which the verb describes the
action of Yahweh or his glory (ka@hod), the verb zrh, ‘rise, shine
forth’, is used almost exclusively of the action of the sun.® Thus,

1. Noth (Die israelivischen Personennamen, p. 168) considered personal names
with 'fir to be evidently ‘genuinely Israclite’. He compares (p. 169 the (fgurative)
link between the deity and light in Isa. 10.17 and Ps. 27,1, which seems entirely
plausible. Non-Israclite cases attest to the use of the element with known astral
bodies (for exarmple, the Amorile personal name U—rf—e—m-a@ from Mari in which
‘light’ oceurs with the name of the moon god, Yarih) s well as with deities with no
clear astral tink {for example, Mlkm wr in the Ammaonite Baalis seal from Tell el-
Umeiri, or U-ri-gdu attested in the Alalakh tablets). (On these names, sec
respectively, H.B. Huffmon, Amorite Personal Names in the Mari Texts [Ballimore,
MDD The Johns Hopkins University Press, 19638), pp. 169-70; Younker, ‘Baalis
Seal”, pp. 173-80; and Huffmen, Amorite Personal Names, p. 170.)

2. In addition to the examples citled by Noth (Personennamen, pp. 167-68), see
Huffmon, Amarite Personal Names, p. 243; and F. Grondahl, Die Personennamen
der Texte aus Ugarit (Studia Pohl, 1; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1967),
pp. 165-66.

3. Exceptions to usage of zrk with reference 10 the sun or Yahweh and his glory
are 2 Chron. 26.19 where it is used of an ‘outbreak” of leprosy, and Ps. 112.4
where it is not clear whether the light ('ér) said to shine forth refers (o sunlight. That
the verh should be understood as referring to the shining or breaking forth of the sun
in the Israclite personal names with Yahwistic elements is further supported by Deut.
33.2 and Isa. 6{).1-2 which have Yahweh and his glory (respeclively) as the subject
of the verb and which in fact elabarate upon the solar imagery strongly implied by
rh, ‘shine forth’. (It could be that the usage of poetic imagery in passages like these
provided the inspiration for the application of solar imagery in the personal names.
However, that zdrgh, ‘shine’, was perhaps not used merely metaphorically at least in
the case of Deut. 33.2 is argued in the next chapter.) On the usage of this verb with
respect to both Yahweh and the sun, sce also F. Schautenhaus, ‘Das Kommen und
Erscheinen Gotles im Alten Testament', ZAW 76 (1964), p. 9; Stdhli, Solare
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although it might be that biblical passages referring to the shining
forth of Yahweh are themselves to be understood figuratively, there
can be little doubt that the ‘figure’ in question is that of the appearance
of Yahweh as the sun. Secondly, unlike 'wr/'yr and nr, zrh, ‘shine
forth’, is not as widely attested in non-Israelite personal names' as one
might expect if Noth were right that the use of the verd is merely
figurative, reflecting the widespread belief in the ancient Near East
that the sun's light at dawn denoted luck and blessing.? Moreover, in
addition to Yehozarah, the name Sheharya (§haryh), “Yahweh is dawn’,
is equally explicit in its association of Yahweh with the sun and is also
rarely associated with clearly identifiable non-solar deities outside of
Israel. The name is attested both in the Bible and in hypocoristic form
in several late-Judahite Hebrew bullac.® Thus, though far from
proving the case, all of this tends to suggest that the solar element in
such names as Yehozarah and Sheharya refers not to a general
figurative notion also common outside of Israel, but to a perception of
Yahweh as ‘solar” within ancient Israel.*

Elemente, pp. 40-41. (Schnutenhaus notes that the verb is used of the sun twelve
aut of cighteen dmes in the Old Testament.}

1. Comparable forms are the South Arabian driv’t (cited by Noth, Personen-
namen, p. 184 n.1} and Akkadian Zg-ar-hilu (for which see K.L. Tallgvist,
Assyrian Personal Names [Leipzig: August, 1914], p. 247), but it is not clear
whether the deity referred to is solar.

2. Interestingly. the only evidence that Noth (Personennamen, pp. 167, 184)
cites in favour of the existence of this figurative understanding of light by the people
of the ‘ancient orient’ is hiblical.

3. For the hiblical case, see 1 Chron. 8.26. There is in 1 Chron. 7.10 also an
Ahishahar ("hifahar), but the referent is uncecrtain. On the Hebrew bullae in
question, see N. Avigad, Hebrew Bullae from the Time of Jeremiah (Jerusalem:
IES, 1986}, nos. 22-26, 95, 112 and 113 (partially reconstructed), which refer 1o at
least four individuals whose names may be judged in all probability to be Yahwistic
in view of the clear predominance of Yabwistic theophoric ¢lements clsewhere in the
hoard. Moreover, although it may be reading too much into a subtle distinction, these
personal names with the element §4r emphasize not the shining forth of Yahweh with
its implicit notion of light which might lend itself to being understood figuratively,
but the *dawn’ as a whole.

4.  As noted, the names might have heen inspired by motifs evident in the Bible
in which Yahweh is described with reference to the use of words like zrh, ‘rise’.
However, in the case of the two biblical passages in which Yahwch is the subject of
zrh, Deut. 33.2 and Isa. 60.1, evidence is presented in the next chapter which suggests
that the language of Yahweh ‘rising’ here may be more than simply meiaphorical.
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To conclude, evidence about Israelite religion that is based upon
personal names alone is tenuous and uncertain at best. The little
insight that can be gleaned from these names, however, suggests that
whereas some names linking Yahweh with light are perhaps best
interpreted as common figures associating the deity with light in
general, others are perhaps best understood as references to the actual
shining forth of Yahweh as the sun. Fortunately, however, the case
for solar Yahwism rests on more than the modest amount of evidence
that can be gleaned from these persenal names.'

Conclusion

A lengthy conclusion awaits consideration also of biblical evidence.
Suffice it to note here that the evidence of this chapter has been mixed
with respect to the issue of the presence of solar elements in ancient
Israelite religion. Thus, whereas some artefacts traditionally under-
stood to shed light on possible solar elements have proven to be not so
clear, other artefacts, some of which have not received a great deal of
attention, have not only provided evidence for solar elements within
ancient Israelite religion, but have suggested a close association
between Yahweh and the sun. This association can be identified with
royal circles from as early as the reign of Solomon and quite possibly
included the reign of Hezekiah.

It remains now to consider the biblical material which must be
allowed to tell its own story of solar elements in ancient Tsragl.

1. For more on personal names, see the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 3.



Chapter 3

BIBLICAL EVIDENCE

It remains now to be determined what the biblical material indicates
about sun worship in ancient Israel, and what this material may be
judged to say in light of the archaeological evidence examined in the
previous chapter.

A brief word is in order concerning the approach adopted in this
chapter. First, because of the problem of determining whether refer-
ences to God as light or sun in poetic material is reflective of the use
of merely figurative language or a solar understanding of Yahweh, the
major focus of this chapter is on narrative materizl, particularly the
so-called Deuteronomistic History (DH). (Poetic material is nonethe-
less considered when clearly relevant.) Secondly, rather than offering
a detailed reconstruction of the history and development of solar
elements within Yahwism, it seems prudent at this early stage in the
history of the discussion to focus on the nature of the relationship
between the cult of Yahweh and the sun and on identifying some of
the parameters within which solar elements existed in ancient Israel.
Thirdly and finally, the order in which topics and passages are
presented in this chapter has been determined on the basis of logic and
their contribution to the overall argument, with consideration given
where possible to presenting passages in the order in which they occur
in the Hebrew Bible.

Personal Names

Suggestions about the extent to which solar elements in personal
names may reflect an understanding of Yahweh as sun have already
been offered in the penultimate section of the previous chapter. In
light of that discussion, the following biblical names possibly (but by
no means certainly) reflect an understanding of Yahweh as sun:
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Fharya, ‘Dawn is Yah’, {a Benjaminite mentioned in 1 Chron. 8.26);
Zrahyd, ‘Yah has shone forth’, (a man of Issachar referred to in
| Chron. 5.32, 6.36, Ezra 7.4, and the head of a family of returned
exiles in Ezra 8.4); yizrahyd. ‘Yah will shine forth’, (a man of
Issachar noted in 1 Chron. 7.3, and a name mentioned also in Neh.
12.42); and probably the non-theophoric zerah {(a Levite referred to
in 1 Chron. 6.6; cf. 6.26).! These names have a wider range in date
than the extrabiblical names considered earlier and, like those names
which by chance were predominant between the eighth and seventh
centuries BCE, they very plausibly constitute evidence for a solar
understanding of Yahweh, Nevertheless these names alone cannot be
used as evidence for the identification of Yahweh with the sun.

There are also a few non-theophoric names which possibly reflect
solar elements within Yahwism. The most famous of these is the
Danite 5im §6n. ‘Samson’, a name attested in extrabiblical material as
well.? That the name is derived from the root $m§ ‘sun’, is certain,
The -én ending here is often thought to be diminutive,? vielding a
sense ‘Little Sun’, or ‘Sun’s Child’, but it could also be abstract.®

b, Other names of less certain relevance include the following: yé&'fr, used of
(1) a son of Manassch (Num. 32 41; Deut. 3.14; Josh. 13.30; 1 Kgs 4.13; 1 Chron.
2.22,23), (2) & judge in Gilcad (Judg. 10.3, 4, 5), and (3) the father of Mordecai
{Esth, 5.2}, ‘éri, thc name of {1} a prince of Judah (Exod. 31.2; 35.30; 38.22;
1 Chron. 2.24%;, 2 Chron. 1.5). (2) a porter {Ezra 10.24), and (3) the father of an
officer of Solomon (1 Kgs 4.19); ‘ariyd, nsed of (1) a Hiuite {7) {2 Sam. 11.3-4;
23.39}, (2 a priestin the time of Ahaz (Isa. 8.2; 2 Kgs 16.10-11), and (3) a pricst in
the 1ime of Nehemiah (Ezra 8.33; Neh. 3.4, 21; 8.4); and “Arfyahi, a prophet slain
by Jeremiah (Jer. 26,20).

2, HNoth, Personennamen, p. 223 n. 4. C.F. Kraft, ‘Samson’, /DB, IV,
p. 198; BDB, p. 1039, Closely related to §imian is also the biblical (but foreign)
name §imsay, the official of the Persian province ‘Beyend the River” who with
Rehum opposed Jews in their attempts to rchuild Jerusalem (Evzra 4.8, 9, 17, 23).
Finglly, §ami®ray, the name of a member of the wibe ol Benjamin and the first bomn
son of Jehoram (1 Chron. 8.26), might be a combination of the names fimiay and
famray (KB, p. 995}

3. LL. Crenshaw, Samson: A Secrer Beirayed, a Vow Ignored (Macon, GA:
Mercer University Press, 1978), p. 15,

4. See, for cxample, S. Moscaii (cd.}, An Introduction 10 the Comparative
Grammar of the Semitic Languages: Phonology and Morphology (Wiesbaden: Otto
Harrassowitz, 1980). p. 82.
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Other suggested meanings include ‘solar’, ‘sunny’, or *sun’s man’.'
Interestingly, that the solar character of Samson’s name was of some
importance is suggested by evidence for a connection between the
biblical story in Judges 13-16 and an underlying solar myth.
Crenshaw summarizes the evidence as follows:

Evidence of a solar myth within the Samson narrative has been [ound in
many of the episodes themsclves. A Mithraic plaque depicting a lion with
a bee in its mouth raises the possibility that a solar myth about the proper
menth for locating honey (when the sun stands in the sign of Leo) lics
behind the incident in which Samson slew a lion and subsequently found
honey in its carcass. Similacly, cenain rituals involving foxes existed in
Roman solar worship. Ovid explained the ritual associaled with the month
Ceres as a result of a misfortune when a young boy captured a fox that
had broken into a hen house, wrapped it in straw, and set it on fire, only
to watch in horror as (he fox escaped and ran through focal grainficlds. In
addition, parridges and asses were integral to selar worship in the ancient
world, and stories exist of miraculous water sources provided by the sun
god.

The seven locks of Samson’s hair represented the sun’s rays, and his
blinding recalled the sun as a one-eyed God. Samson's death pointed to
the similar late of the sun, which pulls down the western pillars, upon
which the heavenly vault stands, and brings darkness to all. Likewise,
Samson’s hiding in a rocky crag symbolized the sun’s retreal behind dark
clouds; just as Samson burst forth from hiding and destroyed his foes, 50
the sun's devastating power emerged from a violenl storm, Furthermore,
when Delilah’s web pointed to winter’s icy grip on the weakened sun,
Samson’s casting ofl the web and pin to free his hair pointed o the rays
of the sun melling frozen nature. Delilah’s name, connoting flirlation,
suggested a relation to Ishtar. sacred to solar warship.® Finally, a favorite
epithet of the sun god Shamash, Judge, was said 1o be reflected in the clan
name Dan, which comes from the rool meaning ‘to judge’.?

Crenshaw, however, finds reason to doubt the theory of an underlying
solar myth in the overstatement of the case by some and in the

I.  Kraft, ‘Samson’, p. 198.

2. Kraft (*Samson’, p. 200} noics a variation on the significance of the role of
Delilah. Assuming that the name diyth perhaps functioned as 2 pun on the Hebrew
word for night, {vth, Kraflt mentions a possible correspondence between night
bringing an end to 2 sunny day of impornance agriceitrally, and Delilah cotling
Samson’s hair, symbolic of (the rays of the sun.

3. Crenshaw, Samson, pp. 15-16.
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unsettling fact that striking parallels can also be drawn between
Samson and Heracles or Enkidu in the Epic of Gilgamesh.!

To evaluate, dubiety in the case of seme claims for the presence of
allusions to solar mythology in the Samson cycle? does not mean that
all of the parallels are contrived. In any case, since the possible solar
allusions apply to Samnson as sun and not to Yahweh as sun, and since
this material, popular in nature, is not well suited to scrutiny for
historical information on the cult of Yahweh at this period, we must
be content to note simply the following: (1) as Kraft observes,
‘whether or not Samson is to be regarded as originally the hero of a
sun myth...the connection of his name with the sun is indubitable’;?
(2) assuming for the moment that Yahweh and the sun were related at
an early period and in the general vicinity of Samson (to be estab-
lished a little later in this study), and recalling Samson’s role as a
judge of the God of Israel, it is possible that the deity to whom
Samson’s pame alludes was understood to have been Yahweh, On the
basis of evidence at present, however, this is cbvicusly only a
possihility.

Place Names

Various place names with solar elements and found in the Bible are
discussed briefly below.

There are four places referred to in the Bible as Beth-shemesh. As
La Sor has noted, the anarthrous genitive after the construct bér is
suggestive that Jeme$ refers here to the name of the sun deity rather
than simply to the sun.*

The first and best known Beth-shemesh is the one located on a level

1. For the particular correspondences, sec Crenshaw, ‘Samson’, p. 17.
Additional correspondences between the legends of Heracles and Judg. 13.16-22
have been adduced recently by O. Margalit (*More Samson Legends', VT 36 [1986],
pp- 397-405).

2. Anexample of excess m this regard is E.G.H. Kraeling's reconstruction of
an aspect of a solar culr at Hebron on the hasis of the story of Samson carrying the
gates of Gaza to Hebron, itsell supposedly a demythologized tale of Shamash's
nightly entry into his chamber 10 cohabit with his consert {'The Early Cult of Hebron
and Judg. 16.1-3", AJSL 41 [1925], pp. 174-78).

3. Kraft, ‘Samson’, p. 198,

4. W.S, La Sor, ‘Beth-shemesh', SBE, [, pp. 478-79.
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ridge in the Valley of Sorek, at Tell ef-Rumeileh in the northeastern
Shephelah, some 20 kilometres west of Jerusalem. According to 1 Kgs
14,11 it lay in Judah, but if the city is the same as ‘Ir Jemel
mentioned in Josh. 19.41, it originally fell within the territory of Dan.
This town is probably the Beth-shemesh referred to in the Egyptian
execration texts, in which case the name of the town, suggestive of the
presence of a temple to a Canaanite solar deity, dates at least to the
eighteenth or nineteenth centuries BCE, long before Israelite
occupation.’ Designated as a levitical city in Josh. 21.16, Beth-
shemesh was under strong Philistine influence if not control at the
time when the ark made its way to Beth-shemesh on the border
between Philistia and Judah.? Apart from possible indirect witnesses
such as the Samson cycle and place names with solar elements in the
general vicinity, there is no strong indication on the basis of literary
evidence to assume that there were solar elements within the cult at
Beth-shemesh in the biblical period.

‘The waters of En-shemesh’ and ‘En-shemesh’ are mentioned
respectively in Josh, 157 and 18.17 as marking the northern border
of Judah and the southern border of Benjamin. It is almost certainly 1o
be identified with the spring Ain el-Hod, ‘Spring of the Apostles™.* just
to the east of Bethany, the last spring on the road from Jerusalem to
the fordan Valley.® The name is apparently not attested outside of
Josh. 157, 18.17.

Timnath-heres, probably *portion of the sun’,% is a town in the hill
country of Ephraim and commonly identified with Khirbet Tibnah,’

1. See ANET, p. 328 n. 8. This ohservation comes from M.S, Smith, Review
of H.-P. Stahli, Selare Elemente im Jahwegluuben des Alten Testuments, JBL 106
{1987, p. 514.

2. See La Sor, ‘Beth-shemesh’, p. 478, and G.E. Wright, 'Beth-shemesh’,
EAEHL. 1, p. 252

3. On the unlikelihood of therc being a distinction between the two, see
Z. Kalai, Historical Geagraphy of the Bible {(Jerusalem: Magnes; Leiden: Brill,
19865, p. 121 n. 48; R.G. Boling and G.E. Wright, Joshua (AB, 6; Garden City,
NY: Doubleday, 1982), pp. 362-63.

4. Aharoni, Land of the Bible, p. 255.

5. V.R. Gold, 'En-shemesh’, IDB, IT, p. 106,

6. Judg. 2.9. The reading serah is attcsted in the Peshitta and the Vulgate.

7. For example, Aharoni, Land of the Bible, p. 442; A. van Selms, “Timnath-
serah’, ISBE, 1V, p. 856.
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some 24 kilometers southwest of Shechem. Although it lay on the
border of Ephraim and Dan, it belonged to neither. Timnath-heres
was chosen by Joshua as his inheritance, a place in which he would
settle and which he would fortify.! Interesting in light of what will be
observed later in this chapter about a tradition elsewhere in DH that
links Joshua with a solar understanding of Yahweh,? although the
town is called Timnath-serah in Josh. 19.50" and 24.30,* this place
name is usually regarded as a laler variant caused either by a con-
scious attempt to rid the chosen town of Joshua of the implication of
sun worship inherent in the name Timnath-heres or by a scribal error
in which srh was mistaken for irs.’ The theological explanation for
the textual corruption seems more plausible than scribal error since
the latter would have invelved the transposition of more than one
consonant.® The name is not attested before the Israelite period.
Har-heres, ‘mountain of the sun’, is mentioned together with
Aijjalon and Shaalbim in Judg, 1.35 as a place from which the tribe of
Dan failed to expel the Amorites. Some identify Har-heres with the
best known Beth-shemesh/Ir-shemesh;” others regard it as the name of
an area in the southwestern part of the hill country of Ephraim, near

Josh. 19.49-50).
Sce the discussion of Josh. 10.12-14.
In addition to Judg. 2.9, 1.XX® and the Old Latin witness to Timnath-heres.

4.  The options here are as follows: MT, Ars; LXX, shr; some manuseripts of the
Vulgate {cf. Tudg. 2.9}, frs.

5. See, for example, Boling and Wright, Joshua, p. 469; W.L. Reed,
‘Timnath-heres', JDE, IV, p. 650.

6. Theological sensitivity to the perceived meaning of the name and its
relationship to Joshua is atiested in rabbinic tradition which explained the name of the
wwn in light of the standing-still of the sun in Josh. 10,13 and which claimed that
there was an emblem of the sun on Joshua's tomb (Reed, ‘Timnath-heres’, p. 650).
(More likely than scribal crror is the suggestion of Boling and Wright [Joshua,
p. 4697 that Timnath-serah has been altered Lo the popular etymology, ‘portion
remaining’. but even so the ariginal form is still Timnath-heres, ‘portion of the sun’.)

7. Aharoni, Land of the Bible, p. 23G; J.B. Pritchard (¢d.), The Harper Arlas
of the Bible {Toronto: Fitzhenry & Whiteside, 1987), p. 227. F. Weddle notes
{‘Heres®, JSBE, 11, p. 684) that the mention of Ir-shemesh with Aijalon and
Shaalabbin (cf. Shaalbim in Judp. 1.35) offers some support {or the identification of
Har-heres with Ir-shemesh/Beth-shemesh.

W e
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the vale of Aijalon.! This name with its solar element is not attested
before the Israelite period.?

Also mentioned in Judges is what appears to be a place called
*Ascent of Heres [i.e. Sun]’,* a place in Transjordan from which
Gideon turned back from pursuing the Midianites. Although the KJV
wanslated ma '“I¢ hehares, ‘before the sun was up’, ma ““Ié here prob-
ably refers to a geographical ‘pass’ or ‘ascent’.® The exact location is
unknown. As Gray notes, however, the locality was ‘familiar to the
inhabitants of Succoth [and, I would add, probably Penuel® as well],
and indicative of local tradition’.® Although later in this study it will
be suggested that the local solar tradition that underlies the name is
probably reflected in Gen. 32.23-33 [22-32], this is all that can be
gleaned about the site in light of the evidence at present.’

In summary, several biblical place names,® predominantly in the
arca of the tribes of Dan, Benjamin and Ephraim, are suggestive of
the presence of a solar cult. Among place names in the Transjordan
possibly dating to the time of Israelite presence, “The Ascent of Heres'
is suggestive of a local tradition concerning the sun. Perhaps
significantly, except for Beth-shemesh, there is no evidence that any of
the names cited here necessarily predate the time of Israelite influence.

1. For example, Kallai, Historical Geography, p. 108, Weddle {‘Heres’,
p. 684) cites as possibilities Bain Iarashch, northeast of Aljalon and Bit Nibid,
mentioned in the Amarna Letters (EA 290}, the latter of which Aharoni {Land of the
Bible, p. 174} supgests refers ta Beth-horon.

2. Unless one presumes an association with Bit Nibid.

3. Judg. 8.13, Aquila and Symmachus reflecct mim 'th hhrym, ‘from up in the
mountaing’.

4. Weddle, ‘Heres®. Cf. virtvally all recent English translations.

5. Judg. 8.17.
6. J. Gray, Joshua, Judges and Ruth (NCB; Greenwood, NC: Attic Press,
1967}, p. 239.

7. Later in this chapter (specifically, point 9 in the section, 'An Autumnal
Festival as a Locus for Solar Yahwism?', pp. 248-35) it will be obscrved that
Succoth and Penucl also appear to reflect a wadition concerning (Yahweh and) the
sun (cf. Gen, 32.23-33 [22-32]).

§. For the place name 'fr hakeres, ‘city of the sun’, in Isa. 19.18, see the
discussion of Isa. 1-39 later in this chapter.
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The Expressions 'Yahweh of Hosts” and ‘Host of Heaven'

The expressions ‘Yahweh of Hosts” and ‘Host of Heaven’ occur
frequently in the Hebrew Bible. The relevance of the latter expres-
sion, though involving more than the sun, is obvipus; that of the
former is perhaps less obvious, but will become clear.

The Epithet ‘Yahweh of Hosts’

The problem of the meaning and significance of the expression
“Yahweh of Hosts™ is so complex that only a brief summary of various
kinds of approaches to the problem can be offered here.! At the risk
of oversimplification, three basic approaches may be distinguished:
(1) contextual (focusing most often on the use of the expression in
various contexts, the most important of which is its original ‘life
setting’)?; (2) lexical (focusing in particular on the etymoclogy of
s°ha’at, ‘armies, host’, and the meaning of its root in this and other
contexts); and {3) syntactical (focusing on peculiarities® and what
these might imply about the meaning of vhwh s%hd’dt or a more
original expanded version thereof).

Only a brief evaluation of these approaches is necessary in order to
lay the groundwork for the present discussion, the primary purpose of
which is to offer a new possible meaning of *Yahweh of Hosts’. First,
regarding the contextoal approach mentioned above, a significant
majority of scholars are almost certainly correct that it is extremely

1. For a fairly comprehensive review of scholarship up to 1972, see
R. Schmitt, Zeit und Lade (Giterstoh: Giiterslober Verlagshaus, 1972), pp. 145-
59. For basic averviews, sce, for example, A.S. van der Woude, ‘saba™ THAT, 11,
pp. 498-507; B.W. Anderson, ‘Hosts, Host of Heaven’, IDB, II, pp. 654-56;
idem, ‘Lord of Hasts™, IDB, 111, p. 151; T. Mettinger, ‘“YHWH SABAOTH—The
Heavenly King on the Cherubim Throne’, in T. Ishida {ed.), Studies in the Period
of David and Solomon {(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1982), pp. 109-11, 127;
idem, In Search of God, pp. 154-57.

2. For a similar summary of approaches which includes references to most of
the important bibliography and which is itscl an example of the third kind of
approach, see Mettinger, “YHWH SABAOTH’, pp. 109-11.

3. Thatis, on the assumption that the two words are in a construct relationship,
the determination of YHWH {(no longer without clear precedent in light of the similar
expressions ‘Yahweh of Samaria’ and “Yahweh of Teman’, attested at Kundllet
*Ajriid) and the indetermination of ‘hosts’.
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difficult to diverce on traditio-historical grounds the epithet “Yahweh
of Hosts’ from the phrase with which it occurs very frequently, ‘who
sits enthroned upon the cherubim’, and they appear also to be correct
that “Yahweh of Hosts’ can be traced back to traditions associated with
the sanctuary at Shiloh which made their way to Jerusalem and which
are evident in temple and Zion theology.! Secondly, regarding the
lexical meaning of s%ha’ot, there is little reason to doubt the extremely
well-attested meaning, ‘armies, horde’, in which case the reference is
to armuies (either celestial or earthly). And thirdly, regarding syntact-
ical factors, the noun could be one of the following (the exact meaning
of which depends on lexical considerations): (1} a concrete noun in the
genitive after the construct (for example ‘Yahweh of Hosts’); (2) a
concrete noun in apposition to yhwh (for example ‘Yahweh who is
Sebaoth™); (3) an adjectival genitive (for example “Yahweh militant’);
or (4) an intensive abstract plural (for example, following Eissfeldt,?
‘Yahweh the Sebaoth-like/Almighty’).? In the third case of syntax, the
matter is particularly difficult and is best left open.

In my judgment a new interpretation of Yahweh of Hosts merits
careful consideraton, namely that the epithet strongly implies a solar
dimension to the character of Yahweh. Inspired in part by new
evidence based cn the Taanach cult stand, this interpretation will be
put forth as a hypothesis to the cffect that *Yahweh of Hosts’ perhaps
originally conveyed (and continued to convey at least to some) a solar
understanding of Yahweh, whether through its designation of him as
the most important of all astral bodies or through one of several other
possible connotations.

A number of factors support this hypothesis. To begin, as just
implied, a solar interpretation of the epithet is suggested by the
iconography of the Taanach cult stand which, as may be recalled,
places in juxtaposition imagery of Yahweh as ‘solar” in character {tier
one) with parallel imagery of the invisible god who resides among the
cherubim (tier three) {(cf. pls. 1d and 1c¢). In other words, the cnit

1. 8ee, for example, Mettinger *YHWH SABAQTH’, pp. 111-38; idem, In
Search of God, pp. 148-49; F.M. Cross, Ir, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1973), p. 69.

2. O. Eissfeldt, ‘JTahwe Zebaoth’, in R. Sellheim and F. Maass (eds.), Kieine
Schriften (Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1966}, 111, pp. 103-23.

3. Eissfeldt’s interpretation (‘Jahwe Zebaoth’, pp. 110-13) is based on the
understanding that the root meaning of s@bd” is ‘mass’, ‘weight’, ‘power’.
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stand portrays not simply Yahweh, but ‘Yahweh of Hosts, who dwells
among the cherubim’.

Further direct association of some kind between Yahweh and the
celestial bodies is clearly implied by perhaps the most common inter-
pretation of the epithet, namely, ‘Yahweh of heavenly armies’.
Significantly, not only does the present ‘solar’ interpretation do
justice to the common meaning of s®hq’é: (i.e. ‘armies’), but it also
offers an obvious reasen for the clear avoidance of this expression by
some biblical writers such as Ezekiel: the expression leaves a
dangerous amount of room for possibly justifying the worship of the
Heavenly Host by Yahwists.!

Perhaps more significantly, however, there is another ‘danger’
associated with the use of the expression that is at least as obvious as
the one just noted: the expression leaves room for identifying Yahweh
with the most prominent of celestial bodics, namely, the sun, In other
words, the widespread ‘theological’ understanding of Yahweh as the
head of the astral bodies could have given rise quite naturally to a
‘literal’ association between Yahweh and the sun.? Of course this
interpretation assumes that the meaning of 5°ba’d¢ with which Yahweh
is linked is ‘heavenly bodies’ which is clearly possible but by no means
certain.

Several other interpretations are no less amenable to the hypothesis
of a solar understanding for the expression yhwh s®%ha’ét. For
example, following Eissfeldt’s lead that the noun s°ba’dt is an intensive
abstract plural, a rendition much closer to the common meaning of the
root than Eissfeldt's Yahweh ‘Almighty’ is Yahweh the ‘Host-like’ or
Yahweh, ‘Host par excellence’, on which interpretation the epithet

1. The cxplanation dates back to the lime when scholars were certain that the
worship of the Host of Heaven was obligatory under Assyrian overlordship (a view
somewhat tevived by Spicckermann fon which see later]). The danger of
worshipping the Heavenly Host explains why in the DH, so the argument goes,
normally the expression is avoided, except in cases where the expression was
unavordable {(apparently for historical rcasons).

2. That the logic of the primacy of the sun was apparent in ancient Isracl may be
inferred from the placement of the sun at the head of Deuteronomistic expressions
like ‘the sun, the moen, the stars, the whole host of heaven' (Deut. 4.19; ¢f. Deut,
17.3; 2 Kgs 17.3; Jer. 8.2). Note also that in | Kgs 22.19 Yahweh is ¢learly head of
the Host of Heaven, (I thank M-S, Smith for peinting out the possible relevancy of
these two points for the present argument.)
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(and with it the deity) could also be solar. Nor can a ‘solar’ connota-
tion be excluded by following Mettinger who opines that the epithet
‘contains a reference 10 the [heavenly] hosts around God's throne. ..
[and] could well be an adjectival, descriptive genitive’.! Although
Mettinger does not venture to translate s%6g'6f (which he associates
with attestations elsewhere in Scripture of a Yahwistic ‘host’ [singular]
of heaven), possibilities like ‘host-like’, or ‘celestial Yahweh' cannot
be far from the adjectival, descriptive-genitive meaning for this root
suggested by Mettinger,

To return to the matter of the selective usage of the expression by
some biblical writers, an ‘acid test’ for any interpretation of the
meaning of the epithet has traditionally been its ability to account for
the complete avoidance of the term in Ezekiel. In light of the hypo-
thesis, it is worth noting that Ezekiel is well known for his scathing
condemnation of what Zimmerli refers to as a possible case of ‘a solar
interpretation of Yahweh® (Ezek. 8.16).2

[s there any additional evidence that suggests a solar understanding
for the expression yhwh s%hd'6t?7 Several things may be noted. First,
Mettinger has drawn attention to what he calls a ‘Canaanite formation
that deserves to be mentioned as an interesting analogue’, namely
dama’ limima, *Sun of thousands’, in a tablet from el-Amarna (EA
205.6). Like Yahweh in ‘Yahweh of Hosts’ (and elsewhere), Shamash
occurs here with determination. Moreover, even apart from the addi-
tional possible correspondence that [ am suggesting between the two
deities and their respective hordes, 9%ama’ limima, ‘Sun of
thousands’, is the closest parallel of which I am aware in either the
Canzanite or Mesopotamian realms to the biblical expression yhwh
stbad’dr, “Yahweh of Hosts'.

Second is Psalm 80, one of only eight psalms in which the words
yhwh s°ba’6t are now attested, and, because of some peculiar features,
well known as a promising source of information on the early signifi-
cance of the epithet. In the second verse [v. 1] of this poem we read:

y3§eb hakkEribim hopi'a
He who dwells among the cherubim, shine forih!?

1. Mettinger, /n Search of Geod, p. 135.

2. See the discussion of Ezck. 8.16 by Zimmerli, Ezekiel I, p. 244,

3. Asargued by O. Loretz, 'Ugaritische und hebriiische Lexikographie’, UF 12
(1980}, pp. 279-86, Adpi‘d, ‘shine forth’, is not ta be compared with Ugaritic yp',
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In light of the possibility that this poetic language is not merely
figurative but genuinely reflective of the character of the deity who
dwells among the cherubim, it is interesting to observe also the
refrain which appears three times (with slight variations) in this same
psalm;

yhwh Ciohim sba’ot hU5 beni

ha'er panékd wniwwase'a

Yzhweh, God of Hosts, restore vs,

Let your face shine, that we may be delivered.!

Moreover, vv. 13a-b [14a-b], commonly considered to be a variation
of the refrain cited immediately above, uses in the second colon
completely differcnt language of Yahwch, bul language no less
amenable to a solar interpretation:

“lghim b6t sibna’

0 God of hosts, arn, Look down from heaven and see;

Even if one argues that the language of the ‘shining forth’ of the ‘face’
of God is merely figurative in the refrain (see, however, tater in this
chapter where sun and face of God are equated in the Old
Testament),? a number of peculiar features suggest that the psalm
probably preserves a genuine tradition about the character of Yahweh
of Hosts. First, as noted, it is one of only eight psalms in the whole
Psalier in which the expression ‘Yahweh of Hosts’ occurs.” Secondly,

‘rise up’. The traditional understanding of hdpi‘d as ‘shine fonh’ appears to he
correct {cf. also v. 15 [14] and the comment concerning it).

I. Ps. B0.20 [19]). In v. 4 [3] the divine name is simply ‘God’, in v. & [7]
‘God of Hosts™.

2. Suffice it to note here that although the notion of secing the face of the deity is
clearty an expression for divine favour, it does not follow from this that the
expression is always devoid of solar connotalions. (As T auempt 1o show later in this
chapter fpp. 239-42], a solar characler to the notion of ‘sceing the lace of God' is
clearly attested in Cen. 32.23-33 [22-32].)

3. As Mctunger noles, the psalms in which the epithet remains (Pss. 24.10;
46.8, 12 {7, 11]; 489 [B]; 59.6 [5]; 69.7 [6]: BOD.5, 8, 15,20 [4, 7, 14, 19]; 342,
4,9, 13 [1, 3, &, 12]; R9.9 [B]) arc mostly Hymns of Zion {Metinger, "'YHWH
SABAQOTH’, p. 138 n. 23). The distribution of the cxpression fits nicely with the
view advocated in this book, namely thal, like the expression Yahweh of Hosts,
‘solar Yahweh worship’ was particularly at home within the context of royal
Jerusalemite theolopy.
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Yahweh is referred to as s%ba’¢¢ more frequently in this psalm than in
any other. Thirdly, here alone in the Psalms the epithet occurs
together with its early counterpart yo3éb hakk®ribim. Fourthly,
whereas all of the other psalms in which yhwh y%ba'6t cccurs are
clearly Hymns of Zion (suggestive of the relevance this epithet had
within the context of the theology of the Jerusalem temple), a number
of factors suggest that this is a rare case of a psalm from the north,
dating to within a few years of the fall of the northern kingdom, as
Eissfeldt and others have argued.! There are good reasons, then, for
believing that, as H.-J. Kraus puts it, ‘important clues are given in
Psalm 80 for the search for the origin of the epithet in terms of
tradition history and the cult’ .

Finally, H.-P. Stihli has already drawn attention to the use of solar
allusions in Jewish incantations and prayers of a much later period.
Among them is the prayer of a young woman which begins as follows:
‘Hail Helios, thou God in the heavens, your name is almighty...’* In

It is perhaps relevant to observe in passing that Lhe expression yhwh stba'dt
occurs in the two psalms in which solar imagery is perhaps most cvident, Ps. 84 in
which Yahwch is called $m3, ‘sun’, and Ps. 89, and in both cases the ¢pithet lies
within the immediatc context of that solar imagery. The cpithct occurs also in Ps, 24,
judged later in this study to presuppose a solar understanding of Yahweh. In the case
of Ps. 84, the epither 'Yahweh of Hosts” aceurs in v. 13 [12], the verse that
immediately precedes the reference 10 Yahweh as *sun’ and it occurs also in v, 2 [1]
{cf. v. 9 [B]}. In the casc of Ps. 89 the cpithel (including "IRé, ‘God of) occurs in
v. 9 [8], immediately alier the solar imagery in vv. 6-8 [5-7]. Moreover, with the
probable exception of Ps, 80, these psalms are ail Zion Hymns.

1. On the northern provenance, note, for example, the mention of Israc! and
Joseph (v. 2 [ 1]} and the tribes of Ephraim, Benjamin and Manasseh; ¢f. Dahood,
Psalms 11 (AB, 17, Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1968), p. 255. The exceptional
nature of the psalm has been noled, for example, by van der Woude (‘saba™.
p. 499} and W. Kessler ('Aus welchem Griinden wird die Bezeichnung “Jahwe
Zebaolh” in der spiteren Zeit gemieden?’, Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der Martin-
Luther Universitis, Halle 743 [1957-58], p. 767 n. 6) who adds, ‘a psalm from the
sanctuary at Shilo?” Even if the psalm is another Psalm of Zion, it is still relevant for
the meaning of Yahweh of Hosts and comes from a contcxt no less suggesuve of the
possible presence of solar elements within Yahwism {that is, royal religion linked
with the temple).

2. H.-1 Kraus, Theelogy of the Psalms (wrans. K. Crim; Minneapolis:
Augsburg, 1986 [19797), p. 18. (I should not be inlerred from the citation of Kraus
here that he believes that the psalm implies a solar character for Yahweh of Hosts.)

3. Buhli, Solure Elemente, p. 4 (citing Goodenough).
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addition, Stdhli refers to a brief incantaticn which calls upon one
referred to as ‘Helios on the cherubim’.!

In sum, several lines of evidence and more than one possible inter-
pretation point in a similar direction, toward yhwh s°hd’6t as a solar
epithet for Yahweh. To be sure, the expression may have had varying
connotations through time, but a sclar nuance appears to be relevant
ta early contexts within which the expression functioned and was
perhaps its original connotation. At any rate, given the complexity of
the issue, the present interpretation must be included within a more
comprehensive framework before any firm judgment can be made
about a possibly solar understanding of Yahweh within the tradition
streams within which the epithet is attested.

The Expression 'Host of Heaven’
A full study of the expression §°ha’ ha¥sdmayim, ‘Host of Heaven’, a
comprehensive term that obviously included more entities than the
sun, would extend beyond the scope of this chapter. It is nonetheless
deserving of mention both here and later in this chapter (see the
section “Tensions Suggestive of a Yahwistic Host of Heaven') because
of the clear association made in Deuteronomistic literature between
the worship of ‘the sun’ on the one hand and the worship of ‘the
moon, stars and all the Host of Heaven’ on the other hand. More
specifically, because it will be argued later in this chapter that
references to the worship of the sun in Deuteronomistic literature are
references primarily to a Yahwistic phenomenon, it is important to
note that a reasonably good similar case can also be made for
regarding the worship of the ‘Host of Heaven’ as a Yahwistic
phenomenon.

At first glance, the claim that the worship of the Host of Heaven was
a Yahwistic phenomenon seems to run counter to the implication of
DH itself that this cultic practice belonged to peoples such as the
Amorites whom the Israelitcs supplanted upon entry inte the land of
Canaan.? This view, however, must be taken to represent only part of
the picture because an equally clear picture emerges from DH that the

1. Sudhli, Selare Elemente, p. 4.

2. The expression Host of Heaven occurs in the following passages: Deut, 4.19;
17.3; 1 Kgs 22,19 {= 2 Chron. 18.18); 2 Kgs 17.16; 21.3, 3 (= 2 Chron. 33.3, 5);
234, 5; Isa. 34.4; Jer. 8.2; 19.13; 33.22; Dan, 8.10; Neh. 8.6; Zeph. 1.5
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worship of the Host of Heaven was a Yahwistic phenomenon.! How
are these apparently different perspectives to be explained? One tack
might be te follow the lead of Olyan who has dealt with a similar
tension in DH concerning the worship of asherah {or Asherah). He
suggests that Deuteronomistic theology for polemical purposes falsely
attributed to the cult of Baal (“Canaanite’) a genuinely Yahwistic cult
symbol.? In my judgment, however, the tension at least in the case of
the Host of Heaven may be understood in light of two factors which
consider more seriously the complex portrait and integrity of DH.
First, the number of Deuteronomistic passages which imply a link
with foreign peoples or gods are surprisingly few and even these
(Deut. 4.19, 17.3 and 2 Kgs 17.16) seem compatible with a Yahwistic
understanding of the Host of Heaven.> Secondly, the apparent
implication of DH that the worship of the Host of Heaven belonged in
the category of the worship of ‘other gods’ may be a theological
judgment: as an idolatrous act involving the worship of an object, it
was tantamount to the worship of other gods. And thirdly, there may
have been little differcnce between the Israelite worship of the sun,
mooen and Heavenly Host and the practice of outside groups, apart
from the name of the deity invoked. At any rate, although the claim
that solar and astral worship was characteristic of other nations should
not be dismissed outright—at least according to recent thought, the
roots of early Israel were, after all, ‘Canaanite’—the worship of the
Host of Heaven including the sun refers in Deuteronomistic literature
primarily to 2 Yahwistic phenomenon.

I. Forexample, 1 Kgs 22,19, ¢f. Zeph. 1.5 in which the warship of Yahweh is
condemaned (') in the same breath as the worship of the Hast of Heaven. See {urther’
my discussion of Zeph, 1.5 and the section, “The Accounts of the Reign of Ahag,
Hezekiah, Manasseh and Josiah™ (especially the subsection, “Tensions Suggestive of
a Yahwistic Host of Heaven'), pp. 164-83.

2. Qtbyan, Asherah and the Cult of Yahweh, pp. 1-22.

3. See most conveniently my discussion of Deut. 4.19 and 17.3. In the case of
2 Kgs 17.16, among the ‘forcign’ entilies are 'two calves’ and a sacred post
{'asherah’), both of which are commenly vnderstood to have been Yahwistic. Baal is
referred to with the article in this verse {though elsewhere as well) which perhaps
implies reference to something other than the Canaanite deity. As [ atiempt to show
later on, it is probahly no mistake that 2 Kgs 21.3b, 5; 23.5, 12 {cf. 21.5) are
ambiguous with respect ta the question whether the Host of Heaven is “idolatrous’ or
"Yahwistic” (since, when the Host is worshipped, the latter in effect bocomes the
former).
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There is a second tension in DH concerning the Host of Heaven.
When is the worship of the Host of Heaven legitimate and when is it
not? The basis for my reasoning will become evident as the book
progresses; suffice it to say for now that DH is concerned not so much
with the worship of Yahweh as a member of the Host of Heaven (2
Kgs 22.19) as it is with the reverse phenomencn, namely with the
worship of an object as Yahweh (that is the sun) or objects as
members of his Heavenly Host (that is the stars). In other words, the
issue is not syncretism but iconism. Part of the reason why the
centralization of the cult was so important to Deutercnomistic
thinking, themn, was that it was a helpful means (though not an
infallible one) of controlling Israel’s iconism {(for example the making
of a bronze serpent or an asherah). In the case of the worship of the
sun, moon, stars and Hast of Heaven, however, Israel was particularly
susceptible to iconism; not being human artefacts, the sun and other
astral bodies as objects of worship lay outside the limitations of the
second commandment.! To say that Hezekiah was an iconoclast whose
aniconism did not yet extend to the realm of the sun and other bodies
made by Yahweh, as did the aniconism of Josiah and a Josianic redac-
ton of DH, would be jumping too far ahead. Suffice it to note at
present that a careful study of DH and Chronicles provides important
clues to the nature and development of solar Yahwism.

Sun Worship in the Deuteronomistic History and Chronicles

Consideration of sun worship in the DH and Chronicles points to a
fascinating chapter in the history of Israelite religion.

The material in DH and Chronicles is presented under three
separate headings, the first of which concerns Deuteronomy and the
references therein to the worship of the sun, moon, stars and the Host
of Heaven, the second of which examines relevant material in DH and
Chronicles in light of the theory that there was a Gibeonite sun cult,
and the last of which concerns the worship of the sun and the Host of
Heaven during the reigns of Hezekiah through Josiah.

1. Not surprisingly, Deut. 4,19 secks to address this loophole, as will be
demonstrated.
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Deuteronomy
To be considered here are the two passages in Deuteronomy in which
the worship of the sun is mentioned specifically, Deut. 4.19 and 17.3.

a. Deuwteronomy 4.19
[ begin by citing this passage within the context of its unit,
vy, 15-20;!

Be very carelul for your own sakes, since you did not see any form when
the Lord spoke to vou at Horeb out of the midst of the fire, lest you act
corruptly and make for yourselves an image in the form of any figure: the
likeness of 2 male or female, the likeness of any land animal, the likcness
of any winged bird which flies through the skies, the likeness of anything
that creeps on the ground, the likeness of any fish which is in the waters
under the earth. And [beware] lest you lift up your eyes toward heaven
and when you see the sun, and the moon and the stars, all the Host of
Heaven, you be led astray and worship them and serve them, things
which the Lord your God has allotied to all the peoples under all the
heavens. But you the Lord took and he brought you ocut from the iron
furnace, from Egypt, 1o be a people of his own possession, as today.

This passage is central to the purpose of Deut. 4.1-40 which functions
as an extended commentary on the second commandment. The point
of the present passage is not only (or perhaps not even primarily) to
list those things that the Israelites must not worship (although such a
list is provided), but rather to demonstrate that the worship of the
Lord alone—without the aid of any object—is incumbent upon Israel.
Two primary reasons are offered in vv. 8-18; (1) by receiving the law
and enjoying a close relationship with Yahweh, Israel has ‘favoured-
nation’ status; and (2) when Yahweh appeared at Mount Horeb, he
took no visible ‘ferm’, but appeared from skyward-reaching fire as a
mere shapeless voice amidst darkness, cloud and gloom.

A number of implications can be drawn which are relevant to the
relationship between Yahweh and the sun. First, the text presupposes
a setting in which astral bodies including the sun were worshipped
by Israelites.? Secondly, the passage is perhaps surprisingly

1. The division made here follows 1PSV. For other breakdowns, see, for
example, R.D. Nelson, The Double Redaction of the Dewteronomistic History
(JSOTS, 18; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1981), p. 92; A.D.H. Mayes, ‘Deuteronomy 4
and the Literary Criticism of Deuteronomy’, JBL 100 (1981}, p. 25.

2. Presumably, the further refinement of the prohibition of idolatry as applying
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concessionary; the worship of astral deities by others peoples was
acceptable—albeit for them. Thirdly, if the opinion of many is correct
that the passage is exilic,' this would suggest that the closing of an
important loophole in the second commandment to exclude the
worship of objects not made by people but by Yahweh himself (that is,
the Host of Heaven, including the {iery sun} was the inspiration of an
exilic editor. Fourthly and perhaps most significantly, that the
prohibitions are based upon the rationale that Israel did not see
Yahweh appear in any form at Horeb clearly implies that at least some
of the images against which the passage preaches were understood to
be images of Yahweh. As Mayes puts it, ‘The reference to the
revelation at Horeb and the absence of any “form” there (vv, 12, 15-
L6}, implies that images of Yahweh are then included in the
prohibition of vv, 15-18".2 Thus, although the sun, moon, stars and
Host of Heaven are distinct from the made items referred to in
vv. 15-18, the fact that the writer mentions them in this context
implies that they too were forms identified or assoctated with Yahweh.
In offering a comprehensive® ban on the worship by Israelites of
anything other than Yahweh or, probably preferable in light of the
context, of Yahweh in any ‘form’, the passage is concerned to omit all
possible loopholes, one of which was clearly the worship of the sun,
probably as Yahweh himself.

to the sun, moon, stars and all the host of heaven would be given only if there was a
need for it

1. See, for example, Mayes (*Deuteronomy 4°, pp. 32-35) who regards vv, 1-
40 as a unity and who assigns the passage to the second Deuteronomist. Although
the setting in vv. 28-31 could perhaps be other than exilic (see, for example,
LA, Thompson, Deuteronomy [TOTC, 5; Leicester, Inter-Varsity Press, 1974],
pp. 107-108), it is preferable to regard the present passage—probably a unit with
vy, 28-3]1—as exilic at least in iLs setling.

2. Mayes, ‘Deuteronomy 47, p. 26 n. 12,

3. As Mayes has noted (‘Deuteronomy 4, p. 29 n, 24), (he order is in fact the
reverse of the list of all ereated ohjects assigned to realms in Genesis 1, except for the
‘things which creep upon the carth’, which is slightly out of order,
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b, Deuteronomy 17.3

The Deuteronomistic phrase referring to the worship of the sun,
moon and Host of Heaven' occurs also in Deut. 17.3, which in its
context is as follows (based on MT):

Il there is Tound in your midst, in any of your towns, which the Lord
your Gad is giving you, a man or a woman who does what is evil in the
sight of the Lord your God, by transgressing His covenant, and has gong
and served other gods and worshipped them, or the sun or the moon or
any of the heavenly host, which I have nol commanded, and if it is told
you.. . then you shall bring out that man or that woman who has done this
evil deed, 10 your gates, that is, the man or woman. and you shall stone
them to death (NASB).

This passage clearly associates the worship of the sun, moon and Host
of Heaven with the worship of "ighim "*herim, ‘other gods’. 1 have
already suggested a way ol resolving an apparent tension between this
passage and others which suggest that the worship of these astral
bodies was a Yahwistic phenomenon.? Even without this explanation,
the problem of reconciling this verse with the Yahwistic veneration of
the Host of Heaven could be resolved quite easily by observing that,
from a grammuatical standpoint, the phrase ‘and the sun or the moon
or any of the Host of Heaven, which I have not commanded’ is clearly
‘awkwardly related to the previous words’,? and thus arguably second-
ary.? There is no reason to believe, then, that the view represented in
this (late?) witness is necessarily typical of an earlier Deuteronomistic
outlook. Regardless of the date of v. 19, the statement, ‘something
which I never commanded’, probably betrays an awareness that there

1. The form of expression differs slightly from that found in Deut. 4.19. The
bipgest difference lies in the omission in 17.3 of the refercnce to the stars,
nonetheless included in the comprehensive phrase kol s*bd’ haiSamayim, “any of the
Host of Heaven'.

2. See the previous section, “The Expression “Host of Heaven'™.

3. Mayces, Deuteronomy, p. 266.

4. This is the view, for example, of (. von Rad, Deureronomy (irans.
D. Barton; OTL; Philadelphia: Wesuninster Press, 1966 (German. 1964]), p. 117,
Morcover, it the phrase regarding sun, moon and Haost of Heaven were original to
the statement concerning the worship of other gads, there would be no need for the
weference Lo the worship of the sun, moon and Host of Heaven as that *which T have
not commanded” (a stalement which is itself awkward [though not unique] in view of
the change to the first person).
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were some who felt that the worship of the sun and other members of
the Host of Heaven was a legitimate Yahwistic practice.’

Passages Relevant to the Influence of a Gibeonite Sun Cult

Much of the material relevant to the worship of the sun in DH and
Chronicles may be examined in light of a theory with which | had
very little sympathy in its original form, but which, in light of the
reformulation offered here, 1 regard to be an important key to
discerning the role of the sun within the cult of early Israel. Before a
reformulation can be offered, however, the theory as originally
formulated will be rehearsed briefly.

a. Introduction

The moedern theory of the presence of a sun cult at Gibeon began in
1958 when J. Heller? offered a striking new interpretation of the
account of the arrest of the sun in Josh. 10,12-13. According to
Heller, the original form of the address to the sun and moon was a
command by Joshua that the sun god whose cult place was ‘in’ Gibeon
and the moon god whose cult place was ‘in” Aijalon be ‘silenced’, that
is, be kept from offering favourable cracles.’

The interpretation offered by Heller presupposes the presence of a
sun cult at Gibeon and a moon cult st Aijalon. In favour of the latter
proposition, Heller argued that ‘ayyalén, ‘Ayyalon’, was probably
related to "ayydl, ‘fallow-deer’, and that the deer was a sacred beast of
the moon god, and the deer-cow a beast ridden by Artemis.* Heller
conceded, however, that neither (he excavations nor the literary evi-
dence (with the exception Josh. 10 in which the activity of the sun had
ta be in agreement with the character of the locality) were of much
help in illuminating a sun cult at Gibcon.

In an article that appeared in 1960, J. Dus sought to belster the
evidence adduced by Heller in favour of a sun cult at Gibeon.® To

l.  On the idolatrous context of 13" stwwirf, ‘T have not commanded’, see
J. L'Hour, ‘Une législation eriminelle dans le Deutéronome’, Bib 44 (1963}, p. 14
n. 4,
. L. Heller, ‘Der Name Eva *, ArOr 26 (1958), pp. 653-55.
. Heller, 'Der Name £va °, p. 654,
. Heller, ‘Der Name Eva *. p. 654,
.} Dus, ‘Gitbeon—Eine Kultstatte des $m$ und die Stadl des benjaminitischen
Schicksals’, VT 10 (19604, pp. 353-74.

2
3
4
5
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Heller’s evidence Dus added several arguments. The names of three
Israelite place names which contain solar elements attest to the
familiarity of the Israclites with this Canaanite deity.! Three cases in
which it is implied that Seme¥ occurs without the article (which
suggests the proper name of a deity) pertain 10? Gibeon. 1 Kgs 8.53
(LXX}, the temple dedication speech, is Solomon’s public account of
the orders he received from Yahweh to build the temple, orders
which he must have received during the visit to Gibeon in | Kings 3
(which in its present form, however, makes no mention of orders to
build the temple). When ‘properly’ understood in accordance with
Dus’s reconstruction, 1 Kgs 8.53 (LXX) originally equated feme§,
‘Sun” with Yahweh, which Dus considers to be striking testimony
independent of Joshua 10 to the presence of a pre-Israelite sun cult at
Gibeon.® Moreover, Dus outlines an important connection befween
solar Gibcon and Solomon’s plans to build the temple:

That Solomon had founded the Jerusalem Temple as a sun temple under
Egyptian and Tyrian influence has always been upheld in recent times.
Solomon must have found it opportunc that Gibeon, the city which in
premonarchic times had been included into the tribe of Benjamin and in
reatity passed {or Israchte, had in his ime worshipped Yahweh ag a sun-
god. To be sore, the temple that Solomon praposed ta build had to stand
in Jerusalem. Nevertheless, in order to establish a connection with the sun
tradition of the ¢ty near o Jerusalem, Solomon went to Gibeon ta receive

1. Dus, "‘Gibcon', p. 353. He refers to Beth-shemesh, En-shemesh and Tr-
shemesh. As noted earlier, Ir-shemesh is perhaps the same as Beth-shemesh which is
also attested at a 1ime earlier than the Israclite presence. In any case, none are
necessarily indicative of an Israelite precccupation with a solar deity.

2. Dus (*Gibeon’, p. 353) refers 10 Josh. 10,12, | Kgs 8.53 {LXX) and Num.
25.4. The first passage is the only one with a clear link with Gibeon; Lhe second
probeahly originally mentioned the Book of Jashar (cf. Josh. 10.13); and the third
concemns Lhe worship of Baal-Peor at Shittim and in its present form contains the
article.

3. Dus, ‘Gibcen’, pp. 363-64. According (o Dus (‘Gibeon’, p. 364), the
names ‘Swn' and “Yahweh' have replaced the names of the deities who were the
original revealers of this oracle which, prior te its adaptation for Yahwistic purposes,
was originally used by the speaker of a speech on the oceasion of the founding of the
§ms, 'Sun’, temple al Gibcon. The theoretical recenstruction of the setting is not
convincing, but is, as will be shown, an equation of Yahweh with the sun is
nonctheless an important [cature of the poetic fragment. (See further my tecatment of
1 Kgs 8.12))
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there the order w huild the wemple. It was the Yahweh worshipped at
Gibcon who ordered Solomon to build him & wmple, and who wished, so
Salomon thought, 0 be worshipped at Jerusalem as in Gibeon, namely as
2 solar deity named §m3.

Moreover, that Yahweh was worshipped as 3m 3 (as he was at Gibeon)
in the Jerusalem temple gains further support from 2 Kgs 23.11 which
describes Josiah's removal from the temple of horses and chariots
dedicated to the sun, and from such passages as Ezek. 8.16 and Pss.
84.12 [11] and 72.5.%

The final piece of evidence adduced by Dus for the worship of §m§
by the Gibeonites comes from the combined testimony of Num. 25.4
and 2 Sam. 21.6. The former passage narrates the sin of the Israelites
with the Baal-of-Peor and contains the phrase hédga’ "6tdm layhwh
neged ha¥¥emes, ‘dislocate them for YHWH in the presence of the
sun’, which, according to Dus, was originally a Canaanite expression
into which Yahweh has been interjected and which denoted a kind of
sacrificial rite peculiar to the worship of ¥m3 by the Canaanites.?
Turning o the lauter passage (that is, 2 Sam. 21 which describes a rite
used by the Gibeonites to avenge the carnage of Saul), Dus notes that
it contains the only other reference to kdgia'. Since this verdb when
used in Num. 25.4 clearly refers to an action involving the sun, and
since when used in 2 Sam. 21.6 it is translated in the LXX by the word
exéligsomen, a denominative verb based upon hélies, ‘sun’, the
occurrence of the verb in the latter passage, set at Gibeon, suggests the
presence of a selar cult there. In other words, in light of the presence
of a solar rite underlying the use of hdgia’ in Num. 25.4, 2 Sam. 21.6
points to Gibeon as a cult place of ¥m¥ and highlights further the
practice at Gibeon of worshipping Yahweh according to the former
manner of worshipping $m5.*

To evaluate briefly,® although Heller has offered a genuinely
compelling case for the possible prehistory of Josh. 10.§2-13 lying in

Dus, *Gibeon’, p. 366 {my ranslation}.
Dus, *Gibeon’, pp. 366-67.
Dus, ‘Gibeon', p. 369.

4. Dus concludes this on the basis of the valid understanding that this apparently
Canaaniie nie is construed in 2 8am. 21 as being Yahwistic or at least acceptable o
Yahweh,

5. A more detailed evaluation will be offered in the seclions dealing with the
passages discussed by Heller and Dhus.

a2 [0 5=
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an old curse of silence against the Sun in Gibeon and the Moon in
Aijalon vale, this interpretation is not without difficulties.! Dus’s highly
imaginatve reconstruction of 1 Kgs 8.12 and its alleged setting in life
can hardly be judged convincing as a means of establishing either the
presence of a sun cult at Gibeon or a direct association between ‘Sun’
and Yahweh. However, as Heller himself was to acknowledge in a
popular update of his earlier study, written afier the article of Dus,?
the use of the verb exeliazein 1o render the hiphil of yg' in 2 Samuel
21 is striking and possibly suggestive of the presence of a solar cult at
Gibeon, Moreover, although none of the arguments demonstrate a sun
cult at Gibeon conclusively, some adduced particularly by Dus® and
many of the passages considered by both Dus and Heller are certainly
worthy of re-examination in light of the possibility that among them is
still to be found an important ¢lue which would tip the scales either in
favour of or against their interpretation. As will be noted in the
course of the discussion of Josh. 10.12-14, considered below, a first
clue can be found in the Deuteronomistic framing of the account of
the sun standing still at Gibeon.

b. Joshua 10.12-14

In my judgment Josh. 10.12-14 provides important testimony to BH’s
understanding of the relationship between Yahweh and the sun at an
early period. The passage in question is as follows:

12 Then Joshua spoke to the Lord* on the day the Lord gave the
Amorites® over 1o the Israelites; he said in the presence of Israel:

1. See later in this discussion.

2. J. Heller, ‘Dic schweigende Sonne’, Communio Viarorum 9 (1966),
pp. 75-76.

3. For example, Dus might have added to his evidence for the knowledge of a
solar deity in the arca the place names Timnath-heres and Har-hercs, neither far from
Gibeon, though neither provide evidence that the sun cult 1o which they allude was
necessanly associated with Yahwism.

4. Here and in the case of its first occurrence in v. 14, ‘Lord” should perhaps
be read "God’, following the LXX.

5. Between ha"*morf, ‘the Amorite’, and lipné bné yisra’el, ‘before the
Israclites’, (he 1.XX reads, ‘into the hand of Isrucl, when he defeated them in Gibeon
and they were defeated’. Whether or not the reading is correct (which it prohably is)
is not relevant within the context of this study.
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‘0 sun in Gibcon cease,

And moon in the valley of Aijalon!”

13 And the sun ceased and the moon stood stll
Uniil 2 nation defeated is foes.!

Is this not written in the Book of Jashar? The sun stayed at mid-heaven
and did not hurry to set for a whole day. 14 There has not been a day like
it hefore or since,when the Lord listened to the voice of a man: for the
Lord fought for Isracl.

The general meaning of the passage has always been clear; the text
cites a poem from a different context and understands it as the state-
ment which gave rise to Yahweh’s miraculous halting of the sun which
allowed the Israelites extended daylight with which to defeat their foes.

When examined in detail, however, the passage poses a number of
problems. Among these difficulties, the best studied is the original
setting of the poetic fragment (and here the original settings proposed
by Dus,? Holladay” and Miller* are particularly noteworthy). For the
present purposes, however, it is important to focus on an additional
difficulty over which virtually every commentator has alse justifiably
stumbled. The problem is this: whereas the Deuteronomistic narrative
framework introduces what one clearly expects to be Joshua’s speech
to Yahweh, in its place is a poetic fragment in which an outery is
made to ‘Sun’ (femel).

The apparent omission of the words of Yahweh is certainly
problematic. For one thing, as Boling notes, the point of the whole
story focuses on what Yahweh did in response to his being addressed
by Joshua.® For another, the substitution poses a religious problem,
put in the following way by Holladay:

1. The phrase ‘ed yiggom géy 'dy*bayw might also be read, ‘until he had
executed vengeance against the nation of his enemies’, following the suggestion of
Patrick Miller (The Divine Warrior in Early Jsrael [Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 19731, p. 128) that a min preposition has dropped off of géy and
that the subject of yiggdm was cither Yahweh (so Miller) or Joshua.

2. Dus, 'Gibcon—Eine Kulistitte des sm3’, pp. 353-74. Sec the previous
section which discusses the carly proposal of Dus and Heller,

3. 1.S. Holladay, Ir, ‘The Day(s) the Moon Stwood Still', JBL 87 (1968),
pp. 166-78.

4. Miller, Divine Warrior, pp. 125-27.

5. Boling and Wright, Joshua, p. 282.
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It must he admitted that the phenomena portrayed in this lragment of
poetry, when taken at face value, do not fit readily into what we have
reconstructed. . . of the history of the religion of Tsrael (would the leader of
the Hosts of Isracl pray to Shemesh or Yaregh?)!

To be sure, there are ways around the problem apart from assuming
that Joshua's address to ‘sun-in-Gibeon' was in fact his speech to
“Yahweh (-in-Gibeen)', as I believe, but none of these alternatives are
particularly compeiling. For example, in his important work on the
divine warrior in ancient Israel, P.D. Miller accounts for the
difficulty by regarding the poem in its original context to have been
the words of Yahweh to Sun and Moon who were members of his
heavenly entourage.? However, although this is a very plausible
original seiting for the poetic fragment, it is nonetheless highty
unlikely that the poetic fragment can be taken within its present setting
still to denote the words of Yahweh to the sun, as Miller maintains.?
The reasons for this are several. First, in v. 12 of the MT the line
introducing the poetic fragment clearly states, 'az y'dabber y'hésua'
layhwh, ‘then Joshua spoke to Yahwch’.* Secondly, in v. 14 the
significance of the event according to the narrator is that ‘there has
not been a day like that neither before nor since when Yahweh
listened to the voice of a man’. Thirdly, the question must be asked:
Why would the narrator frame the story around the hearkened-to
words of a man to Yahweh, but include instead, contrary to his own
expressed purpose, the words of Yahweh to sun and moon?

As noted earlier, my own opinicn is that the Deuteronomistic
framing of the poetic fragment must be taken to clearly imply a one-
to-one correspondence between Yahweh and Semed bfgib'dn,
‘Shemesh-in-Gibeon’. A number of considerations support this inter-
pretation. First and most importantly, as Holladay has implied in part
already, this is how the passage appears to read when taken at face
value., This is evident in v. 12 in which Joshua who addresses only

1. Holladay. ‘Tray(s) the Meon Stood Still', p. 167.

2. Miller, Divine Warrior, pp. 125-27. Miller draws suppeort for this possible
understanding by referring to Judg. 5.2 and Hab. 3.11.

1. Miller, Divine Warrior, pp. 125-27.

4. As noted, the LXX reads "“!8him, ‘God’, here and in the first instance in
v. 14. According to my interpretation ‘God’ is sccondary and arose as a theological
reaction in response to the MT's identification between yhwh, 'Yahweh’, and the sun
in vv. 12 and 14.
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‘Sun’ and ‘Moon’ is said to have spoken nonetheless to Yahweh! and
also in vv. [3b-14. In the latter case of vv. 13b-14, equation between
Yahweh and the sun is apparent because its assumption is the only
means of resolving two difficultics otherwise posed by these verses.
First, only on the assumption that Yahweh-in-Gibeon is the sun can
one take seriously the claim that it was unusual for “Yahweh’ to listen
to the voice of a man (which Yahweh regularly does with Joshua and
others in DH). Secondly, only on the assumption that Yahweh was the
sun at Gibeon can one account for the way in which Yahweh's
listening to the voice of a man is implied by its placement in v. 14b
(that is, after the halt of the sun) as a phenomenon equal fo or even
greater than the sun’s miraculous arrest in mid-heaven. In other
words, only by equating the sun’s halting with Yahweh’s hearing the
voice of a man can the latter be interpreted as a miracle on a par with
the stoppage of the sun in mid-heaven.

If the present interpretation is correct, two things about Josh.
10.12-14 seem clear. First, there is new reason to uphold the claim of
the narrator that Yahweh indeed listened to the voice of a man in a
way in which he had never done before: “Thus did Yahweh fight for
the armies of Israel’. And secondly, there is no basis upon which to
complain of the narrator {or the history of the transmission of the
text) that the all-important words of Joshua to Yahweh have been
omitted and in its place an obscure poetic fragment inserted that is

l. Tt might be argeed that the reference 1o “Moor™ as well as “Sun’ is problem-
atic for my thesis that Yahweh is idemified with the later here. The following may be
noted in response. First, T de not deny that the poetic fragment with reference also to
moon might originally have come from a differcnt setting, as the wxt itself claims by
referring to the Book of Jashar. Secondly, regardless of its origin, the fragment was
chosen for its reference to both ‘sun’ and ‘Gibeon” and not necessarily for its
{perhaps incidental) reference also to moon. Thirdly, ‘moon’ is in poetic parallelism
with ‘sun’ and thus probably functions as a simple bi-form or close equivalent of
sun, Fourthly, and perhaps most significantly, that no particular emphasis should be
placed upon moon is supported by the context of vv. 13-14 in which significance is
assigned exclusively 10 the aciivity of the sun in response 1o Joshua’s having
addressed it (as Yahweh). And finally, even if one assumes significance to the refer-
ence 1o moon tor the story heyond its occurrence in the poetic fragment, this would
still occasion little difficully since the mooen probably functioned as a nocturnal
counterpart to the sun as representative of the deily (here Yahweh), semething {or
which there is precedent elsewhere in the ancient Near East (as in the case of Horus
of Edfu, for cxample).
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largely irrelevant to the present context. More importantly, Josh.
10.12-14 provides important new evidence for the notion of a sun cult
at Gibecn that was evidently Yahwistic in character.

In light of the presence of fresh evidence for a Yahwistic sun cult a
Gibeon, it is worth re-examining one of the more promising lines of
evidence adduced earlier by Dus and Heller, namely 2 Sam. 21.1-14
and Num. 25.4.

c. 2 Samuel 21.1-14
By way of background, this passage which lies in the so-called
Appendix to 2 Samuel’ tells the story of how the Gibeonites, with
David’s permission, got revenge for Saul’s crime, of trying to root
out the Gibeonites. Their vengeance came through the performing of
an obscure rite in which seven members of Saul’s family were killed
at the start of the barley harvest in a manner expressed by the rare
verb idgia®, “to hang, impale’ (or the like). They were subsequently
left exposed on a hill, and guarded from birds and wild beasts by
Rizpah (the daughter of Saul’s concubine) until it rained, perhaps a
period of months.

To begin the comparison between this rite and the one found in
Num. 25.4.% the latter passage reads as follows (in context):

[sracl yoked itself to Baal-of-Peor, and the anger of the Lord was against
Isragl. And the Lord said unto Moses, "Take all the leaders of the people
and hdga‘ them to Yahweh before the sun, that the licree anger of the
Lord against Israel be turned back’. And Moses said unto the judges of
Israel, ‘Each man slay the men of his who have yoked themsclves to
Baal-of-Peor’.

1. Whether or not this passage was part ol the DH is debated: Blenkinsopp, for
example ((Fibeon and Israel, p. 89), regards it as ‘almost certainly absent from the
Deuteronomist historical work’, whereas P.K. McCarter, Jr (/] Samue! [AB, 9;
New York: Deoubleday, 1984], p. 16) regards the passage as having been “originally
connected to passages in the succession narrative’. On the role of 2 Sam, 20,23~
24,25, see fusther McCarter, JT Samuel, pp. 16-19 and the discussion later in this
study.

2. Note, for example, Blenkinsopp (Gibeon and Israel, p. 48): 'We may admil
that there are at least some striking poinls of resemblance between the {wo
narratives’. Ct. also McCarter, {f Samael, p. 442, and R. Polzin, "HWQ" and
Covenantal Institutions in Early Israel’, HTR 62 (1969), pp. 229-31,
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Relevant here is the way in which the rite is described vis-a-vis the
sun: wehiga' 'dtam layhwh neged hassemes, ‘and impale them to
Yahweh before the sun’. On the basis of the expression neged
hassemes, it is often noted that an important aspect of this ritual was
that it took place ‘before the sun', which either alludes to an ancient
rite done before the sun but taken over into a Yahwistic rite (s Dus)
or, more straightforwardly, to a rite done ‘in public’.

Turning to 2 Sam. 21.6, according to the textual witness of Aquila
and Symmachus which the vast majority of commentators and several
translations follow,' the text reads, wthdga “nim layhwh begib‘in
bfhar yhwh, ‘so that we may crucify them to Yahweh-in-Gibeon on
the mountain of Yahweh'? The parallel, now bolstered by Josh.
10.12-14 in which Yahweh is addressed as ‘sun-in-Gibeon’, is that the
rite was the same in both Num. 25.4 and in 2 Sam. 21.6: whereas in
the former passage the rite is made ‘to Yahweh before the sun’, in the
latter it is made ‘to Yahweh-in-Gibeon’. Because in the latter case
impalement to Yahweh-in-Gibeon is impalement alse before the sun,
the rite is identical in both Num. 25.4 and in 2 Sam. 21.6. Moreover,
the same equivalency can be inferred by further comparison between
Num. 25.4, in which occurs the expression Awg' + neged hallemes,
‘irnpale. . in the presence of the sun’, and 2 Sam. 21.9, in which
occurs the expression hwg® + lipné yhwh, ‘impale. ..in the presence of
Yahweh'.*

Tao evaluate, the parallels in phraseclogy hetween Num. 25.4 and

1. See, for example, Blenkinsopp, Gibeon and Isragel, p. 93; McCarter, I7
Samuel, p. 438; H'W. Henizberg, f and I Samuel (OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1964), p. 380; de Vaux, Ancient Israel, p. 300; RSV, JE.

2. The wanslation is McCarter's (/1 Samuel, p. 436), The unlikely reading of
the MT is, whdqa "“ndm layhwh b°gib'ar 38'Gl B*hir yhwh, ‘hang them up before the
Lord, at Gibeah of Saul, the chosen of the Lord'.

3. The semience in 2 Sam. 21.9 rcads: wayyittném byad haggib'anim
wayydgl im bahdr lipné yhwh, ‘and he gave them into the band of the Gibeonites
and they impaled thern on the mountain, in the presence of Yahweh',

On the hasis of the occurrence of har vhwh ‘mountain of Yahweh’, as a name for
Gibeon in 2 Sam. 21.6 {L.XX) and the apparent identification of Yahweh with the sun
al Giibeon, could it be that the enigmatic place name har heres, ‘'mountain of the sun’,
according o Kallai located somewhere in the area of the southwestern part of
Benjamin and near Aijalon, is Gibeon? (Interestingly, in both the case of Har-heres
and Gihcon, there is mention of an Amorite population at the site, and the impaosition
upon that population of forced labour; ¢f. Judg. 1,35 and Josh. 9.21-27; 10.12)
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2 Sam. 21.6, 9 are not sufficient in themselves to warrant the
conclusion that the Yahweh-in-Gibecon was solar—alter all, tittle is
known of this rite apart from these two passages and the suggestion of
equivalency is admittedly informed by the notion of Yahweh as sun—
but these parallels can be used as supplementary evidence, essentially
confirming the judgment made in light of the apparently clear witness
of Josh, 10.12-14 that at Gibeon, the sun and Yahweh were one.! In
other words, based upon a combination of factors, it is logical to
suppose an equaticn between Semes £°gib’'6n, ‘Sun-in-Gibeon® (Josh.
10.12) and yhwh b°gib'6n, ‘Yahweh-in-Gibeon’ (2 Sam. 21.6).

d. Gibeon

At this point it may be asked: Is the interpretation that Yahweh of
Gibcon was solar in character consistent with what is known else-
where in biblical literature about Gibeon and the theolegy of the
sanctuary at Gibeon?

At the outset it must be admitted that relatively little is known about
the high place at Gibeon and the nature of the Yahweh cult there.
Although this makes any judgment about the cult of Yahweh at Gibeon
tentative. two factors provide some basis for regarding the theology
of the high place at Gibeon to have been viewed suspiciously by bib-
lical writers, First, as Blenkinsopp has noted, there is a strange silence
in the MT concerning Gibeon and its high place during the period of
Judges and Saul; after all, according to 1 Kgs 3.4, which there is no
reason to doubt, Gibeon was during this period ‘the most important
high place’ of Yahweh.? And secondly, as Blenkinsopp also argues,
since this silence occurs at a time when ‘we would expect this “great
city” and “great high place™ to have played a significant role in the
political and religious history of Israel’, the silence itself is suspicious,
perhaps reflecting a Jerusalemite attempt to ‘play down’ the
significance of Gibeon,?

1. To return to Heller and Dus, this swdy suggests that in terms of their basic
thesis of a Yahwistic sun cull at Gibeon they made vp in intuition for what they
lacked in evidence at the time.

2. CI. 1 Kgs 3.4, in which Gibeon is referred 10 as habbdma haggddla,
rendered by the NEB, ‘the chief hill-shrine’ and NIV, ‘the most important high place’.
There is no reason 10 doubt the historical religbility of the reference.

3. Blenkinsopp, Gibeon and Isrgel, pp. 65-83. Blenkinsopp notcs the same
silence about the ark, a matter to be discussed shortly.
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In addition to these general factors, passages in both DH (including
for practical purposes the Appendix to 2 Samuel) and Chrenicles
support the view that key culiic elements associated with Gibecnite
Yahwism were controversial and played down. As will be argued, on
the one hand both DH and the Chronicler betray an awareness of
significant input from Gibeon, an awareness which they seem almost
obliged to acknowledge (no doubt because of the historical reality of
Jerusalem's indebtedness to Gibeon and also, probably and notably,
because of the abiding influence of those sympathetic with Gibeonite
Yahwism). On the other hand, however, DH and the Chronicler (or
later editors) each suppress different aspects of Jerusalem’s indebted-
ness to the Yahwistic {solar) cult centre at Gibeon. What each chooses
to reveal or suppress will become clear as the various passages that
mention Gibeon are considered. By reconsidering what each
suppresses or divulges a picture emerges which does not prove, but
which is nonetheless perfectly consistent with, the notion that
Gibeonite Yahwism was controversial in terms of cult and theology.

2 Chronicles 1.3-5. This passage, based on 1 Kgs 3.3-5, but with
addittonal comments concerning the fabernacle, ark and bronze altar,
reads as follows:

And Solomon, and all the assembly with him, went to the high place at
Gibeon; for the tent of meeting uf God, which Moses the servant of the
Lord had made in the wilderness, was there. (But David had brought up
the ark of God from Kirath-jearim o the place that David had pitched a
tent for 1t in Jerusalem.) Morcover the bronze altar that Bezalel the son of
Uri, son of Hur, had made, was there before the wabernacle of the Lord,
And Selomon and the assembly sought the Lord. And Solomon went up
there to the bronze altar before the Lord, which was at the 1ent of meeting,
and offered a thousand bumt offerings upon it (RSV).

Of particolar interest is the claim that the tabernacle and bronze altar
were located at Gibeon, a claim mentioned elsewhere only in 1 Chron.
16.39-40 (which rcfers to a division of labour between Asaphites who
minister at the ark and Zadokites who minister at the tabernacle) and
21.29 (which explains that prior to the divinely ordained choice for a
new cultic centre revealed o David, the tabernacie and bronze altar
had becen at Gibeon), Significantly, Joshua—Kings nowhere claims that
the altar of burnt offering or tabernacle were situated at Gibeon,

The location of these cultic items at Gibeon has wraditionally been
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regarded as fictitious, but this assessment should not be adopted
uncritically. The three main reascns for not taking the testimony of
Chronicles sericusly are as follows. (1) Nowhere else in the Old
Testament is there mention of ‘what by all rights ought to be a most
important item’.' (2) The division of labour in 1 Chronicles 16
between Asaphites who minister at the ark and Zadokites who minister
at the tabernacle appears artificial in light of 1 Chron. 6.31-48 where
no such division is specified.? (3) A clear motive for this addition by
the Chronicler can be found in his desire to provide justification for
Selomon’s visit to a high place and to bring his actions into line with
Lev. 17.8-9 which legislates that even a ger, ‘sojourner’, cannot offer
sacrifices or burnt offerings at a place other than where the tent of
meeting is located.?

To evaluate the arguments in reverse order, there is no doubt that
the third argument is compelling. As Williamson notes, ‘it is certainly
the case that these features would have made the tradition attractive to
the Chronicler’.* Regarding the second argument, however, although
the reference to the tabernacle and bronze altar might be judged
simply a sccondary addition in 2 Chron, 1.3b-6, it is very difficult to
make the same ¢laim about their reference in 1 Chron. 16.39-40
where ‘the division of Levites between ministry before the ark and
somewhere else, on which the whole of this chapter is based,
presupposes the inclusicn of this and the following verse for its
explanation’, as Williamson has noted.> Moreover, the same argument

I. R.L. Braun, I Chronicles (WBC, 14; Waco, TX: Word Books, 1986),
pp- 193-94; cf. H.G.M. Williamson, I and 2 Chronicles (NCB; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1982), pp. 130-31.

2. Sce, for example, Blenkinsopp, Gibeon and Israel, p. 102.

3. Blenkinsopp, Gibeor and Israel, p. 102.

4.  Williamson, Chronicles, p, 131,

5. Willlamson, Chronicles, p. 131. Williamson adds the lollowing five argu-
menls in favour of the presence of a genuine tradition behind the reference 1o the
tabernacle at Gibeon: (1} the absence of the reference to tabernacle and ark in the
paratlel zccount in 1 Kgs 3.3b is not necessarily significant because ‘the Kings’
account is as polemical apainst the legitimacy of Solomon's worship at Gibeon as the
Chronicler is towards it’; (2) the tension between the division of labour in
1 Chron 16.39-40 and 1 Chron. 6.31-48, by no means irreconciiable, might be
accounted for by assuming ‘that the Chrenicler was here working under the compuls-
ion of inherited wradition’; (3) 2 Sam. 7.6 implics an ongoing regard for a went sanctu-
ary, a regard for which there is some ¢vidence (though more preblematic) also prior
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can be adduced with even greater force in the case of the mention of
tabernacle and aftar in Gibeon in 1 Chron. 21.29-22.1, where the
Chronicler’s lengthy justification for David’s innovative decision to
build his own altar at the threshing floor of Araunah presupposes the
existence of the wraditional altar (and with it the tabernacie} at Gibeon.
Thus, although the explanation that the Chronicler added the reference
to this cultic apparatus to justify Solomon’s visit seems entirely
plausible when 2 Chron. 1.3-5 is considered alone, it cannot account
for the same information provided in 1 Chron. 16.39-40 and in
21,29-22.1. There are good reasons, then, for believing that ihe
Chronicler’s repeated claims that the bronze altar and tabernacle were
at Gibeon rest on an earlier tradition.

There remains, however, the first argument, namely, the absence of
any reference in Samuel or Kings to what one would indeed expect to
be a noteworthy item if it was historical. But this view does not
reckon sufficicntly with the possibility that the DH may have had some
reason for suppressing a genuine tradition that has been preserved in
Chronicles. Moreover, as further comparison of Samuel-Kings and
Chrenicles reveals, material relevant to the location of key cultic
items has indeed been suppressed in the DH which the Chroenicler
locates at Gibeon.

Traditions of the Altar of Burni Offering Missing in Kings but
Evident in Chronicles. As might be judged from what has been noted
already, there cannot be found in 2 Samuel 24 (the account of David's
relocation of the site of the altar te Araunah’s threshing floor) any
mention of the presence of the altar of burnt offering or tabernacle at
Gibeon, as could be found in the parallel passage in 1 Chron. 21.29.
There is little reason to believe that the Chronicler simply invented
this tradition. Rather, in associating this incident etiologically with the

to the time of the temple; and (4) Josh, 9.27 refers to a sancluary ‘most naturally
understoed as referting to an altar at Gibeon'; and (3) Gorg has argued that the tent
mentioned in | Kgs 1.39 cannot refer to the temporary one erected by David for the
ark, but 1o the one which may have been al Gibeor. (Both Gérg and Hertzherg
favour the notion that the 1radition is early, based upon the identity or proximity of
Gibeon and Nob.) Although there are problems with some of these arguments
(particularly the hfth one; cf. Blenkinsopp, Gibeon and Israel, p. 95}, their
cumutiative effect legitimates Williamson’s claim that the issue of whether or not the
Chronicler was working with an earlier tradition ‘must be left open’.
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choice of the location of the aitar of burnt offering at Araunah’s
threshing floor as opposed to Gibeon, the Chronicler is preserving a
tradition which has been intentionally suppressed in Samuel and
Kings.

Considering the account in Chronicles, immediately after the
Chroenicler refers to the threshing floor of Araunah as a replacement
for the site of the altar at Gibeon, there is in the very next verse
(1 Chron. 22.2) the description of the role which the gerim (among
whom, of course, were most notably the Gibeonites) had in the
construction of the new temple. The verse can be understood to func-
tion, then, as a concession to the Gibeonite Yahwists who, in light of
the extended etiology offered in 1 Chronicles 21, had no choice' but
to accept the legitimacy of a new cult place.

Turning te the account in 2 Samyel 24, even without the parallel
passage in Chronicles referring to the altar of burnt offering at
(Gibeon, connections with Gibeon can still be seen in 2 Samuel 24
through its clear affinity with 2 Sam. 21.1-14 which concerns the
revenge of the Gibeonites against the house of Saul. This link between
2 Samuel 24 and 21 is evident in the following ways: (1) through the
role of 2 Samuel 24 forming with 2 Sam. 21.1-14 a narrative
‘parenthesis’ around the lists of 21.13-22 and 23.8-3% (which in turn
form a parenthesis around the poems in 22,1-51 and 23.1-7); (2)
through the word ‘again’ in 2 Sam. 24.1 which forms a clear link with
21.1-14; and (3) through virtually identical endings in both 21.14c
and 24.25b, namely, ‘and God/Yahweh heeded supplication for the
land’. Moreover, although the purpose of the placement of 2 Samuel
24 (or for that matter the whole Appendix) is not fully understoed,
there can be little doubt that the chapter functions as an etiology
justifying the future Sclomonic altar of burnt offering and its new
location at the site of the threshing floor of Araunah. This being the

I. The narrative leaves no room tor debate about the legitimacy of the new cultic
site at Araunah’s threshing floor as opposed to Gibeon; there is a direct order from a
sword-bearing angel addressing David himself (known in light of the tandem
2 Sam. 21 o have no a prior opposition to Gibeonite theology) ta build an altar of
burnt offering in this new location. Confirmation of divine approval of this site is
clearly indicaled by the presence of ‘[ire from heaven upon the altar of burnt
offering’. Immediately afterwards, at the Lord’s command, the angel who is said
specifically to have prevented David from going to Gibeon (vv. 27, 30) puts away
his sword.
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case, is it too much to go one step further and state that the eticlogy
sought to justify the use of a new place of sacrifice (with altar) on the
sitc of the future Solomonic temple as opposed to the use of the old
place of sacrifice (with altar) at Gibeon? Surely not, especially in light
of the following considerations: (1) the Gibeonite context of 2 Samucl
24 vis-a-vis 21.1-14; (2) 1 Chron. 21.29-22.1 in which this
expianation for the etiology is explicitly stated; (3) the acknowledge-
ment in DH of the inaugural visit of Solomon to Gibeon (1 Kgs 3.3-4)
which says of Gibeon, ‘that was the great high place’ and which goes
so far as to mention ‘that altar’ at Gibeon upon which ‘Sclomon used
to offer a thousand burnt offerings’!; (4) 1 Kgs 9.1-2 which reads,
‘When Solomon had finished building the house of the Lord and the
king’s house and all that Solomon desired to build, the Lord appeared
10 Solomon as second time, as ke had appeared to him at Gibeon' ?
One final argument can be adduced by reference to 2 Chron. 4.1:

wayya'as mizbah nhoier ‘eirim ‘ammd ‘orké wt esrim ‘ammd rohbd

w eder ‘ammdt gdmard

And he [Solomoen] made a bronze allar with ten cubits its length, ten

cubits Is hreadth and ten cubits its height.

Surprisingly, there is no reference to the construction of the bronze
altar by Solemon in Kings comparable to that just cited from
Chronicles in spite of the fact that Kings atherwise contains a rather
comprehensive list of the descriptions of temple furnishings.® More-
over, commentators are virtually unanimous in their opinion that,
although for some reason no longer preserved in Kings, 2 Chron. 4.1
is original to it. Note, for example, the words of Williamson:

The altar of bronze appears accidentally to have been lost from the
description of the building in 1 Kg., though later references both in Kg.
and Chron. show that it originally stood in both books. .. The way in
which the measurements are listed does not conform Lo the Chronicler’s
own style, and 50 it is likely to reflect the influence of his Varlage !

In light of what has just been argued, there is of course a clear
theological explanation for the ‘accidental’ lack of mention of the

1. L Kgs34

2. RSV [emphasis mine).

3. [am indebied o S.D. Wallers for drawing this omission 10 my altention.
4. Williamson, Chronicles, p. 210,
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bronze altar in Kings: the bronze altar was a piece of cultic apparatus,
the Gibeonite origin of which was controversial. Could the contro-
versy have lain in the fact that the bronze altar reflected (perhaps
quite literally) the solar nature of the cult of Yahweh at Gibeon?

A further omission from the fairly comprehensive description of
furnishings in Kings (the absence of which, however, can also be
accounted for by homeioteleuton) is the description of the building of
the platform for the bronze altar which the Chronicler claimed came
from Gibeon:

Solomon had made a bronze platform five cubits long, five cubils wide,
and three cubits high, and had set it in the court; and he stood upon it
Then he knelt upon his knees in the presence of all the assembly of Tsrael,
and spread forth his hands toward heaven... {2 Chron. 6.13, R§V).

Again it is clear that this verse does not originate with Chronicles but
with Kings (or at least a form of Kings not identical with the MT but
upon which the Chronicler’s account was based).! This can be
supported on two counts: (1) as with 2 Chron. 4.1, the description is
not characteristic of Chronicles but Kings, and (2) 1 Kgs 8.54
indicates that Solomon rose from having knelt before the altar, which
perhaps presupposes a knowledge of this verse by the writer of
1 Kgs 8.54.2

Summary and Evaluation. To summarize, both DH? and the
Chrenicler in their own ways appear to be conceding Jerusalem’s
clear indebtedness to the old cultic establishment at Gibeon, while at
the same time maintaining a distance from specific (presumably
sensitive) aspects of that indebtedness, such as the altar of burnt
offering. Thus, for example, regarding Gibeon in general, the
Chronicler does not include the accounts of David ‘seeking the Lord’
(probably at the Gibeonite sanctuary), and conceding to a somewhat
dubicus ritual in which members of Saul’s family are hung out before
Yahweh-in-Gibeon (that is, the sun), but mentions on the other hand

1. Williamson, Chronicles, p. 218.

2. One could only judge in light of the present form of Kings that Solomon
would have been standing before the altar (cf. | Kpgs 8.22).

3. What is said here about the Deuteronomic histerical wark clearly applics also
to the Appendix to 2 Sam. The reladonship between the wark and the Appendix are
beyond the scope of this study.
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the original presence at Gibeon of the tabernacle and altar of burnt
offering. Conversely, the writer(s) of the Appendix to 2 Samuel
mention(s) David's concession to the Gibeonites vis-a-vis Saul
(plausibly in order to gain favour with a pro-Gibeonite element), but
decline(s) to complete the details of the etiology in 2 Samuel 24 by
stating, as did the Chronicler, that David was compelled to choose as a
cult site the chscure threshing floor of Araunah over against the
sanctuary at Gibeon. Regarding the altar about which there seems
clearly to have been some controversy, neither the Chronicler nor DH
are willing to state cutrightly that Solomon brought the bronze altar
from Gibeon.' Thus, although willing to note the presence of a bronze
altar at Gibeon, the Chronicler claimed that Solomon built another
altar. DH on the other hand (and here we must speak of a later hand
that apparently removed from Kings the references to Solomon’s
construction of the bronze altar and its platform) adopted a middle-of-
the-road position, neither explicitly stating that there was an altar of
burnt offering with tabernacle at Gibeon,? nor claiming that Solomon
built a new one. This non-committal position, a brilliant case of
theological tact, leaves the reader with twe possibilities for the origin
of the altar of burnt offering: the huge altar at Gibeon mentioned only
in passing in 1 Kgs 3.5, and the altar built by David at Araunah’s
threshing floor mentioned in 2 Samuel 241°

Clearly nonc of what has been said about Gibeon in this section
specifically supports the notion that Yahweh-of-Gibeon was solar in
character. Tt does indicate, however, that some form of religious
controversy lay behind Gibeon’s contribution to the cultic apparatus
at Jerusalem. In light of what has been argued thus far and what
will be argued further, I suggest that a solar understanding of

b, Aswill be noted, there is a parallel here beiween ambiguity about the origin
of the altar of burnt offerings and that of the ark which Blenkinsopp (Gibeon and
Israel ) feels was at Gibeon, but which in any case could be transferred to Jerusalem
only after residing passively at the ohscure town of Kirath-jeanm (a Gibeonite town
nonethelesst) for some twenty years,

2. Cf. 1 Kgs 3.5, however.

3. To i1s credit, the explanation offered here appropriately underscores the
importance of what is the last verse in Samuel (M1). Morcover, 5.D. Walters has
drawn my atention to the comment in the LXX at 2 Sam. 24.25 that Solomon
increased the size of the altar which David built at the threshing floor of Araunah,
which perhaps alludes 1o the cantroversial nature of Lhe altar.
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Yahweh-of-Gibeon is most likely the theologicaily sensitive issue
around which the biblical writers are dodging.

Befere moving on, it is worth noting in passing a few additional
conskderations which offer further support for the notien of solar
elements within Gibecnite Yahwism. First, and very generally,
because the biblical material indicates a high degree of continuity
between the high place at Gibeon and the temple of Jerusalem (a
continuity that included even the transference of key pieces of cultic
paraphernalia from one place to the other), it is only reasonable to
assume at least some measure of continuity between the theology of
the two sanctuaries, especially when a case can be made on independ-
ent grounds for the presence of solar elements at both Gibeon and
Jerusalem. Second, it deserves a quick note that the altar of burnt
offering was constructed with bronze. Of course, bronze on an altar
does not itself suggest a solar cult (a bronze altar is mentioned, for
example, in the Yehaumilk inscription).! Nevertheless, if Gibeon was
a Yahwistic solar cult centre, that the altar literally gleamed with the
radiance of the sun would not have gone unnoticed. Thirdly and
finally, it is well worth noting where Ezekiel locates the climactic
abomination of sun worship to which he refers in Ezek. 8.16:

And He brought me to the inner conrt of the House of the Lord, and there
at the entrance of the temple of the Lord between the porch and the altar,
there were about twenty five men with their backs 1o the wmple of the
Lord and their faces to the east, and they were worshipping castwards, to
the sun.

According to Ezekiel, the practice of facing eastwards in worship of
the sun took place in the middle of the court, between the entrance to
the temple and the altar of burnt offering/bronze altar,’ This is the

1. KAP W0.4; of. 1CL, Gibson, Syrian Semitic Inscriptions. NI, Phoenician
Inseriptions (Oxflord: Clarendon Press, 1982), pp. 93-96.

2. 'The sitvation is somewhat complicated by Ahaz’s introduction of a new
‘great’ altar which took the place of the bronze alar (2 Kgs 16.10-16). If the new
altar introduced by Ahaz (presumably the one o which Ezek. 8.16 refers) signals a
significant change in cultic practice. then we are not justified in assuming continuity
between what took place hefore this altar in Ezekiel’s day and what cultic practices
might have taken place hefore the bronze altar in Solomon's time. Fortunately,
however, there is little chance of a significant break in cullic practice in spite of the
introduction of Ahaz’s altar, for the following reasons. (1) The same priest, Uriah,
was in charge of the new aliar {cf. G.H. Jones, ! and 2 Kings [NCB; Grand
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same zone consecrated by Solomon in 1 Kgs 8.64 and which, as
Greenberg has noted, is ranked in m. Kel. 1.9 as second only to the
sanctuary itself in degrees of sanctity.' Perhaps then, like the high
place at Gibeon from which it came, the altar of burnt offering was
associated with the worship of Yahweh as the sun. This would account
for the later purging from Kings of references to the altar of burnt
offering which are still preserved in Chronicles.

e. The Ark

There are al lcast three reasons for considering the ark and ark
narratives: (1} consideration of Gibeon would otherwise be incomplete;
(2) a pussible connection between the ark and solar Yahwism may be
inferred through the clear association of the ark with the expression
“Yahweh of Hosts™; and (3) Psalm 24, clearly connected with the
procession of the ark, is considered later in this chapter to reflect the

Rapids: Ecrdmans, 1984], I, p. 538). {2) The account in 2 Kings gives no
indication that the cultic practice at the altar was other than Yahwislic {in fact, as
J. Gray notes [ and 2 Kings (OTL; Philadelphia; Westminster Press, 2nd cdn,
1970), p. 636], the description of sacrifice at the new aliar ‘is a Jocus classicus for
sacrifice in the Temple'). (3) The bronze altar, clearly porable, was not discarded in
spite of the fact that Ahaz was desperate for valuable metal with which to pay off the
king of Assyria {vv. |7-18), but placed next to the new altar (as il to suggest
continuity of practice) for the king's ongeing private use. (4) Spicckermann’s
criticisms of the thesis of McKay and Cogan notwilhstanding, there is no reason o
belicve that Ahaz's vassalage 1o Tiglath-Pileser which looms large in the context,
carned with 1t an obligation on the parl of Ahaz to worship an Assyrian deity (scc
most convenicnuly, Jones, ! and 2 Kings, 11, p. 538).

What was the purpasc of the change of altars il it was not o reflect a cullic
innovation? Although the choice of an altar from the city in which Ahaz expressed
vassalage 1o Tiglath-Pileser may have been politically advantageous, an important
reason for the change was ne doubt that a larger altar was necded. In favour of this
suggestion are the following observations. (1) The bronze altar, probably built
originally for the cull place at Giheon, was from the outset oo small for its role
within the Jerusalem cult (1 Kps 8.64). (2) A tradition reflecting a problem with the
small size of the altar is preserved in the LXX of 2 Sam. 24.25 which states that
Solomon had 10 add on 1o the zltar huilt originally by David. (3) In the speech of
Ahaz which explains his cultic innovation, the new altar is referred (o as ‘the large
altar® (hammizbéah hagpdddl)which is scl in clear contrast with ‘the bronze altar’
{mizbah hanrthdset) which Ahaz deemed suitable for his own private use (v. 15),

1. Greenherg, Ezekiel I-20, p. 171
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outlook of solar Yahwism. A brief highlighting of several issues
relevant to the ark is in order.

Concerning the ark and Gibeon, Blenkinsopp has noted a parallel
between the obscurity surrounding Gibeon and that surrounding the
ark from prior to the reign of Saul to well into the reign of David.! If
a primary location of the ark prior to its transference to Jerusalem
was Gibeon, as Blenkinsopp argues,? or even included it then the

L. Blenkinsopp, Gibeon and Israel, pp. 65-83. To Blenkinsopp, the ark
narratives in their present form are the result of a redactional effort from the
perspective of the Jerusalem sanctuary which for both pelitical and religious reasons
sought o play down Gibeon as a major cult centre which must have rivalled
Jerusalem.

2. Blenkinsopp (Gibeon and Israel, pp. 65-83) is almost certainly correct that
the present form of the narrative concerning the ark and the Gibeonile cities
{including Beth-shemesh) fails to give the full picture of both the residency of the ark
and the rele of Gibeon during this period; it is extremely difficull to fit all of the
events into the twenty-year period (probably a Deuteronomistic generalization in any
case) mentioned in 1 Sam. 7.2, Morcover, although there is no reason to doubt the
testimony of 1 Sam. 7.2 thal the ark spent seme time in Kiriath-jearim (see the
following note), the ahbreviated time span and clearly seleetive mention of places of
residency for the ark leave ample room for Blenkinsopp’s well-founded supposition
that it was not in the interests of the Jerusalem sanctuary to mention Gibeon as a
place for the residency of the ark.

Blenkinsopp’'s theory that the location of the ark, mentioned in 1 Sam. 7.1 and
2 Sam. 6.3 as being at bér “binadib baggib'd, "the house of Abinadab on the
“hill”", is Gibeon in these passages is compelling on two counts: (1} Gibeon, a
levitical city, is a logical place for the Levite Abinadab; and (2) there is clearly
confusion elsewhere between gib'dn, ‘Gibeon’, and gib'd, ‘Gibeah’ {or simply ‘hill’
which cven without the confusion might remind one of the prominent Nebi Samwil
nearby Gibeon and probahly associated with it). (For cases of confusion in the
second case, see Blenkinsopp, Gibeon and Israel, pp. 2-3.) Moreover, it is striking
in light of the argument offered earlier for the presence of intentional ambiguity in
deference to both those opposed to and in favour of Gibeonite Yahwism that 2
Sam. 6, clearly written from the outlock of the Jerusalem sanctuary, does not use
the term Kiriath-jearim attested in 1 Sam. 7.2, but the {intentionally) ambiguous bét
‘*hinddab baggib'd, which could be understood either as Gibeon or Kinath-jearim.

3. Ewen if Blenkinsopp (Gibeon and Israel, p. 53} is correct in his judgment
that | Sam. 7.2-19, the only passage specifically mentioning the obscure Kiriath-
jearim, 1s ‘a late compositon and generally untrustwaorthy as a historical source for
the period’, there is still the lestimony in 1 Sam. 6,21, from a different source, which
refers to the men of Beth-shernesh saying o the residents of Kiriath-jearim, ‘come
down and take it up to you®, (Blenkinsopp's explanation [Gibeon and Israel, p. 78]
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same theclogical concern might lie behind the obscurity concerning
both Gibeon and the ark (i.e. Gibeonite solar Yahwism).

Some have assigned solar significance to the narrative of the
journey of the ark to Beth-shemesh in 1 Samuel 6. For example,
H.-P. Stihli sees in the coming of the ark to Beth-shemesh in 1 Sam.
6.7-18 an example of the taking over of a sun-cult centre by Yahweh,
and in the judgment of God against the few who scornfully looked
upon the ark in the sequel to this account in 6.19-7.1 a case of the
opposition to the Yahweh cult by those who clung to the traditional
sun cult at Beth-shemesh.! As Stihli himself notes, however, this
interpretation arose at a time when the two accounts were assumed to
be a unit which is no longer thought to be the case.? Moreover, Stihli
pleads ignorance concerning how the details of this interpretation
might be worked out.® His interpretation is thus not convincing, In
light of what has been argued concerning the presence of solar
elements in the Gibeonite realm, however, Blenkinsopp’s general
irmpression concerning the account of the ark’s sojourn at nearby
Beth-shemesh is worth noting;

What we deiect behind the confused traditions preserved in 1 Sam. vi14-
21 is a definite stage of the ark’s history, though one of unknown dura-
tion, comparable to the equally obscure period which followed after the
ack was taken over by the inhabitants of Kiriath-jearim. Religious ideas
and practices which must have heen suspect from the Israelite viewpoint
are atiested for both Dan and Beth-shemesh on the one hand and Benjamin
and the Gibeonite cities on the other. For the former we have the idol in
the house of Micah {Judges xvii-xviii). the Samson cycle of stories, place-
names with -SMS and the tradition behind 1 Sam. vi. 18b-19; for the
latter, the pSsiffm of Judges il 19, the crime of the men of Gibeah

that ‘the request addressed to the people of Kirlath-jearim o “take it up to you™' could
refer to them gua Gibeonites' is not convincing.)

L. Suihli, Solare Elemente, pp. 16-17.

2. Suhli, Solare Elemente, p. 17,

3. Suihli, Solare Elemente, p. 17. A more promising appreach might be 1o
interpret the ark’s almost magnelic attraction (o ‘Beth-shemesh’ as the writer’s subtle
way of denoting an affinity between the ark and a {Yahwistic) solar cult. (Beth-
shemesh is the ohvious ‘place’ [v. 2] of the ark, the ark’s ‘own land’ [v, 9], and the
milch cows when released take the ark straight for Beth-shemesh, not tumning to the
right or leit.) The attraction of the ark to Beth-shemesh, however, probably has more
to do with location of Beth-shemesh just within *Israelite’ teimitory than with it being
a ‘solar’ site.
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{Judges xix}, the ritual immolation of the Saulites (2 Sam. xxi.1-14) and
other indirect indications.'

Several other factors are relevant to the possibility that the ark was
linked with solar aspects within the cult. For example, it is perhaps
significant that, immediately upon returning from the high place at
Gibeon, ‘Solomon stood before the ark of the covenant of the Lord,
and offered up burnt offerings and peace offerings...” {1 Kgs. 3.15).
Further, | Kgs 8.53 LXX (8.12 MT), which refers to Semeld and yhwh
in a way that clearly implies a historical assoctation between the two,
occurs in MT within the context of the transference of the ark to
Jerusalem, as will be noted later in this study.? Moreover, as will also
be argued later in this chapter, Psalm 24, an ark-procession psalm,
seems quite clearly to presuppose a solar understanding of yhwh
s°ha'ét}

To evaluate. no line of evidence examined in this section is particul-
arly compelling, but the combined weight of various lines of evidence
{including the meaning of “Yahweh of Hosts’ examined earlier, and
[ Kgs 8.£2 and Ps. 24, yet to be examined) permits us te suggest that
a historical affinity between the ark and a solar understanding of
Yahweh is clearly possible.

f. Zadokires as Mediators of Solarized Yahwism? A Hypothesis

[t has been argued thus far that solar elements made their way into
toyal Jerusalemite theology via Gibeon and quite possibly also via the
traditions of ‘Yahweh of Hosts’ and the ark, Moreover, since it will be
argued further that solar elements within Yahwism continued to
characterize royal Jerusalemite theclogy throughout most of the
period of the monarchy, it is important to consider the following
question: Who was responsible for carrying and promeoting solar

1. Blenkinsopp, Gibeon and fsrael, p. 76. It is noteworthy that his reference to
hi'eben haggdéla, 'the preat stone” {1 Sam. 6.15, 18). obviously an objcct of
significance for the cult of Yahweh at Beth-shemesh, is reminiscent of ‘the great
stone’ found at Gibeon {2 Sam. 20.8).

2. See the discussion later in this chapter.

3. Possibly relevant also is 1 Chron. 28.18 which mentions ‘the plan for the
golden chariot that spread forth their wings and covered the ark of the covenant of the
Lord’. The verse is problematic, but at least one scholar has suggested a connection
between the chariot referred 1o in this verse and the sun chariot mentioned in 2 Kgs
23.11 (McKay, Religion in Judah, pp. 34-35).
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Yahwism within the royal Jerusalemite establishment?

Apart from the cbvicus influence of the kings themselves, the most
logical candidates are the Zadokites, who controlled the priesthoed in
Jerusalem from the time of Solomon to the exile and during the
period of the second temple until 171 BCE.' Though not plentiful,
there is some evidence for linking the Zadokites with solar aspects of
Yahwism.

For one thing, among the options for Zadok’s place of origin are
Gibeon and Hebron, the former claimed by the Chronicler and the
latter argued for most notably by Cross.? Although the latter option
enjoys more favour at present, consideration of the former, Gibeon,
repays attention.

First, the merits of Cross’s argument notwithstanding, the evidence
adduced earlier in this study in favour of the tradition in Chronicles
concerning the presence of the altar (and tabernacle) at Gibeon lends
some credence to that aspect of the same tradition which claims that
the Zadokites presided over the high place at Gibeon. The relevant
account of the Chronicler, 1 Chron. 16.39-40, is as follows:

And he (David] left Zadok the priest and his brethren the priests before the
tzbernacle of the Lord in the high place that was at Gibeon, to offer burnt
offerings to the Lord vpon the allar of burnt offering continually morning
and evening, accotding 10 all that is written in the law of the Lord which
he commanded lsrael.®

The virtual neglect of the Gibeonite ministry of Zadek in recent
scholarship is probably due in large measure to the view challenged
earlier, namely that the Chronicler simply ‘fabricated’ the claim in
order 1o justify Solomoen’s visit to Gibeon. It seems more likely, how-
ever, that the DH avoided the Zadokites’ involvement with ministry at
the theologically suspect altar and tabernacle of Gibeon.* The explicit

1. E.g FF. Bruce, 'Zadok’, NBD, p. 1272

2. Cross, Canaanite Myth, pp. 195-215.

3. RSV. See also the earlier treatment of this passage, | Chron. 21.29-22.1, and
2 Chron. 1.3-5.

4, As we have seen, however, although the notion of a fabricated tradition suits
cxtremely well with 2 Chron. 1.3-5 and to some extent 1 Chron. 6.31-48, it creates
tension in Light of 1 Chron. 16.39-40, difficully in light of t Chron. 21.29-22.1,
and it does not teckon with the curious omission of reference to the (Gibeonite)
origin of the bronze altar in Kings. Also relevant is the evidence in support of the
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claim of the Chronicler that the Zadokite priesthood ministered at the
altar at Gibeon should thus be taken seriously, or at the very least be
considered alongside a prevailing opinion that Zadok was associated
with Hebron.!

Other factors suggest Zadokite links with solar Yahwism, First, as
Robert Hayward has argued recently, there is some evidence that solar
symbolism played an important role within the temple of Leontopolis,
founded by the Zadokite priest Onias.? For example, there is the claim
in Josephus that the temple at Leontopolis was furnished with a single
‘lamp wrought of gold, which shed a brilliant light’, a clear variation
of the seven-branched menorah typical of the Jerusalem temple.?
Since, according to Jesephus, Philo and rabbinic writings, ‘the
menorah represents the planets in relation to the sun, the latter
represented by the central lamp-candlestick’, Hayward argues that in
the case of the single lamp from Leontopolis, ‘the overwhelming
probability is that it represented the sun’, a point which can be
supported further from the golden colour of the lamp and from the
language of diving epiphany behind the expression used by Josephus to

legitimacy of the tradition in 1 Chron. 16.39 noted by Williamson, Chronicles,
pp. 130-31. Of further significance is the way in which several arguments madc
with respect to Kiriath-jearim indirectly support an association with Giheon as well
(for example, W.R. Arnold, Ephod and Ark [HTS, 3; Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1917], pp. 61-62; R.W, Corney, ‘Zadok the Pricst’, DB, IV,
p. 928). The most notable example of this is an argument of Blenkinsopp, who
finds a striking correspondence between the Chronicler’s claim that Zadok had an
Aaronide genealogy (about which he is dubious, but which has been well defended
more recently by Crass [Canaanite Myth, pp. 211-15]) and the presence of Aaronide
names among the priests of ‘Kiriath-jearim’ or rather, as he argues, Gibeon, a
levitical city unlike Kiriath-jearim (Blenkinsopp, Gibeon and Israel, pp. 79-83, 100-
105, 132 n. 72).

1. For traditional arguments in favour of a Gibeonite origin of Zadok, see, for
example, Armold, Ephod, pp. 61-62; Comey, ‘Zadok’, p. 928. On the guestion of
the origin of Zadok in general, see in addition to the works of Comey (*Zadek') and
Cross (Canaanite Myth, pp. 208-15), de Vaux., Ancient Israel, pp. 372-76;
M.D. Rehm, *Zadok the Priest’, IDBSup, pp. 976-77 and the bibliographies ciled
there and in Blenkinsopp, Gibeon and Israel, p. 139 n. 30.

2. Hayward, 'Leontopalis’, pp. 429-43.

3. War 7.425-30. The translation, that of H. St I. Thackeray (Josephus {iI:
The Jewish War, Books IV-VII [LCL; London: Heinemann, 19571, p. 625), is of
the Greek luchnon chrusoun epiphainonta selas.
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describe the lamp.! In light of this evidence, additional evidence
associating the description of the temple with apocalyptic notions of
the role of the sun, and still further evidence associating Onias’s
mission with the statement in Isa. 19.18 concerning the founding of a
temple in the ‘city of the sun/righteousness’, Hayward concludes that
the lamp was symbolic ‘both as the renewed sun and as suggesting a
manifestation of God’.2 To be sure, Hayward does not see behind this
symbolism a Zadokite understanding of Yahweh as sun in the sense
that | am suggesting, but the claim that solar symbolism was charac-
teristic of this Zadokite temple is entirely consistent with my hypo-
thesis of possible Zadokite links with solar Yahwism at a later period.

Secondly, as Hayward and others have noted, the presence of solar
imagery with respect to the deity is also suggested by some data
concerning the Essenes at Qumran. For example, it appears that the
Qumran community adhered to a solar calendar at least somewhat
akin to that found in the book of Jubilees.” More importantly, direct
evidence of a selar understanding of Yahweh is evident in Josephus,
who offers the following description of an aspect of worship by the
Essenes:

Their piety towards the Deity takes a peculiar form. Before the sun is up
they utter no word on mundane matters, but offer to him certain prayers,
which have been handed down from their forcfathers, ay though
entreating him to rise.*

What appears here to be an admission of sun worship by a Jewish sect
has caused difficulty for some commentators. For example, Thackeray
adds the following note to his translation in the Loeb Classical Library
Series:

How far the Essenes, with their affinities to Judaism, can be regarded as
sun-worshippers is doubtful. But, un-Jewish as this custom seems, there
was a timg when even Jews at Jerusalem ‘turned their backs an the

1. Hayward, ‘Leontopolis’, p. 435,

2. Hayward, ‘Leontopolis’, p. 440, For a discussion of the erm ‘city of the
sun’ in Isa. 19.18. sec later in this chapter.

3. See, for example, 8.J. de Vries, ‘Calendar’, /DB, I, p. 487; Smith, ‘Helios
in Palestine’, p. 207,

4. War 2.128-29. The translation is that of H. StJ. Thackeray (Josephus II: The
Jewish War, Boeks I-1if [LCL; London: Heinemann, 1956), pp. 371, 373.
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Temple and their faces towards the east and worshipped the sun towards
the cast’ (Mishnah, Sukkah, v. 2-4; Ezek. viii. 16).!

It is indeed doubtfu} that even a Jewish sect would worship a deity
other than Yahweh, in which case it follows that they were praying
before the sun as Yahweh.? This interpretation can be supperted by
reference to a passage later in the same work of Josephus in which he
offers the following rationale for the Essenes’ custom of covering
their excrement, hds me tas augas hubrizoien tou theou, ‘that they may
not offend the rays of the deity’.* That neither of these passages can be
accounted for adequately on grounds other than the assumption of
Morton Smith that ‘Josephus’s report thus seems to derive from an
equation of Yahweh with the Sun God, present in his rays’,* has been
argued forcefully already by Smith,” making it unnecessary to
elaborate.®

As compelling as Smith’s interpretation might be, however, it
cannot be assumed that these solar aspects of worship by the Essenes
are necessarily of relevance with respect to the Zadokite priesthood
because it can no longer be assumed that the Qumran community was
Zadokite.

Another problem with a possible link between the Zadokites and
solar Yahwism in addition to uncertainty about the relevance of the
material from Qumran to Zadokites is as follows. If Zadokites were

1. Josephus [, pp. 372-73 n. a. {The cmphasis is Thackeray's.)

2. The notion of Yahweh as the sun in this context is original to Smith, ‘Helios
in Palestine’, p. 203.

3. War 2.148-49 (translation: Thackeray, Josephus II, pp. 371, 373).

4. Smith, "Helios in Palestine’, p. 203. (I was first made aware of these
references through the waork of Smith and make no claim 1o originality in interpreting
them as referring to Yahweh as the sun,)

5. Helios in Palestine, pp. 202-203, 211-12 {nn. 24-46).

6. In the case of the DSS, there is also, of course, the further evidence adduced
by Smith in favawr of a solar interpretation of the significance of a gilded staircase
leading to the roof of the temple described in the Temple Scroll (Helios in Palestine,
pp. 199-202).

7. Sce P.R. Davics, Behind the Essenes: History and Ideology in the Dead Sea
Scroils (BIS, 94; Aflanta: Scholars Press, 1987), pp. 51-72. Davics 15 open,
however, 1o the possibility of a short-lived "“Zadokite” infiltration’ which might have
involved a return from Leontopolis, a judgment made on the basis of the ‘tanlalising’
‘connections between this Temple and its site on the one hand, and Quimran on the
other..." (Behind the Essenes, pp. 71-72).
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sympathetic with solar Yahwism, why does the book of Ezekiel,
written from a Zadokite perspective, condemn solar Yahwism' and
yet defend the exclusive right of Zadokites to perform priestly func-
tions on the grounds that they alone were innocent of apostasy during
the period of the monarchy? The answer tc the question must await a
study of Ezekiel 1o follow shortly, but suffice it to say here that the
problem can be resolved in one of several ways.

h. [ Kings 812 (LXX v. 53)

This poetic fragment, almost certainly ancient and perhaps originally
part or all of a dedicatory inscription? of the Jerusalem temple,
mentions both Yahweh and the sun {cf LXX). The text, as commonly
reconstructed with reference 1o attestation in the LXX (1 Kgs 8.53) is
as follows:*

"2 'mr Slath

sms hkvn bimym
yhwh® “mr [5kn b'rpl
brh bryty byt zbl lk
mkwn Ltk ‘wimym
B’ hy' kiwbh bspr hyir

Then Solomon said:
*‘Sun He placed in the heavens,
But Yahweh himself has decided to dwell in thick cloud;

1. See the discussion of Ezek. 8.16 offered later in this chapter,

2. Long, I Kings, pp. 97-98.

3. Ifoliow here the vast majority of scholars in seeing the LXX as preserving a
more original form of the peem.

4. Tiis preferable to regard Yahweh as the first word in the second stichos of the
first bicolon on textual and contextual grounds. Thus, whereas yawh is normally
placed in the first stichos, tus s suggested neither by LXX Helion eghdrisen |Lucian
esteken| en ourand Kurios eipe tou katoiken en gnophd which implies the Hebrew
Sm¥ hkyn b3mym, nor by the MT of 8.12 which at least in its present form reads
yhwh “mr Bkn brpl (¢f. 2 Chron. 6,1b which reads similarly and suggests that the
more original form preserved in the LXX had been expunged hy the time of the
Chronicler), Even if the more traditional rendering is correct (that is, ‘Yahweh has set
the sun in the hecavens / Bul He has decided 1o dwell in thick darkness’), the
interpretation of the poem offered here is not affected.

5. The reading ¥¥r is a slight emendation of the Hebrew behind the Greek éd2s,
‘song’ (Hebrew ¥ir); of. Josh. 10.13 and 2 Sam. 1.18 which make reference to spr
yir.
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Surely I have built an exalted house for You,
A place for You to dwell in forever.”

Lo, is this nol written in the Book of Jashar?'

This obscure passage has been interpreted variousty. For example,
Wiirthwein interprets the clear contrast in the first bicolon between
Yahweh and the sun as a distinction between Yahweh and storm-¢loud
imagery associated with Baal, A difficulty with this view, however, is
that reference in the first stichos to femes, ‘Sun’, as placed in the
heavens, is quite specific and thus seems not to refer to storm imagery
in general.? The same point may be made in the case of Jones who
regards the comtrast between Yahweh and the sun here to denote the
distinction between Yahweh and creation (to which Yahweh is
superior).’ Moreover, although ‘sun’ might represent something more
general as these commentators suggest, the role of the message within
the context of the dedication of the temple remains a difficulty for
these interpretations.

The challenge of relating the fragment to its context is indeed real,
as may be illustrated by the view of O. Loretz, according to whom the
location of the poetic fragment in two contexts—8.12-13 in the MT
and 8.53 in the LXX—suggests that the poetic fragment in its present
fragmentary form is virtually meaningless and has no relationship to
the context beyond its being a fragment of a Canaanite temple-dedi-
cation speech.* Whilst possible, a view which regards the given
context(s) of a passage as merely accidental must be embraced only as
a last resort.

Although attempts thus far 10 account for the poeuc fragment with

1. See the previous note.

2. E. Wiirthwein, Das Erste Buch der Kinige (ATD; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1577}, pp. 88-89.

3. Jones, Kings, 1, p. 196.

4. O. Loretz, 'Der Torso eines kanaandisch-israelitischen Tempelwethspruches
in1 Kg8,12-13", UF 6 (1974), pp. 478-80. A distinctive feature of Loretz’s inter-
pretation is his rejection on melric grounds of the originality of the stichos preserved
in the 1.XX of 8.53. As will he seen, however, the problem posed hy the metre in no
way warranis the omission of the line preserved in the LXX. Moreover, Loretz offers
no explanation for how the obscure LXX tradition would have arisen if it was not
original (which it seems to be in Light of the LXXs citation of the source from which
the poetic fragment came). On the problem of the fragment's two locations, sec later
in this discussion.
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reference to a solar cult have proven to be similarly problematic,! the
thesis advacated in the present study provides a way in which the text
can be understood both in terms of its specific reference to Sun and in
terms of its contexts in LXX and MT.

To begin, it is reasonable to assume with the vast majority of
scholars that the LXX's reference to this poetic material as being
written en biblii 1és ddés, ‘in the Book of the Song (Hebrew has¥ir)’,
should be emended slightly to ‘in the Book of Jashar (Hebrew
hayvaiar)', citations from the latter being attested elsewhere in the
DH, such as Josh. 10.12-14.2 In support of this slight adjustment and
against the interpretation of Wiirthwein and Jones, it may be added
that the ‘other’ poetic fragment from the Book of Jashar, Josh.
10.12b-13a, makes equally specific reference to §m§, ‘Sun’. More-
over, unlike the more obscure witness of LXX to 1 Kgs 8.12, the poem
in Joshua benefits from a Deuteronomistic interpretation according to
which Yahweh is to be identified with $m5¥in the Book of Jashar.

That we are probably justified in applying this Deuteronomistic
interpretation in the case also of the Jashar poem in 1 Kings 8 can be
supported on two additional counts: (1) ‘Sun’ and “Yahweh’ are placed
in poetic paraflelism within the poem itself;* and (2) the relationship
between Yahweh and Sun suggested here seems to go a long way
toward accounting for the expungement of the first stichos mentioning

l.  According to HG. May {* Aspects of Solar Worship al Jerusalem’, pp. 269-
70) the MT reflects the original text which identifies *Yahweh' with Baal the sun god
{cf. z°bu!, 'Zebul', short for Baal-Zebul) and the LXX reflects a later atlempt 1o
dissociate Yabweh from this sun cult. To May, the statement that Yahweh has
purposed to dwell in thick darkness signalled at the autumnal equinox {on which
occasion this dedication was allegedly made) that the Lord as sun god was going
below the equator. Comrespondingly, the statement concerning the shrine of Zebul
indicates that Yahweh has a permanent shrine to which it is hoped that he will return
and to which appeals to him can be made in the meantime (*Aspects of Solar
Worship®, p. 270).

2. The LXX's nuk idou auré gegraptai en biblio 1&s ades is in all respects
equivalent to A%6’ hi' k°tibd ‘gl séper hay(yjasdar in the MT of Josh. 10.13 except
that the reflex of rés 6d2s is hai(3)ir, “The Song'. The difference can be accounted
for by assuming that the initial y in ya$ar, ‘Jashar', has heen omiued, perhaps by haplo-
graphy in view of the similarity in appearance between & and y in the Hebrew scripl.

3. [InJosh. 10, the poem itself does not mention Yahweh except by reference to
sun. In both the case of Josh, 10,12 and 1 Kgs 8.53, femes occurs without the
article.
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‘Sun’ from MT and perhaps alse for the placement of the fuller form
of the poem in LXX in a different context. Moreover, on what
grounds other than religio-historical is it possible to account for the
reference to Sun here?

The view that the poetic fragment alludes to the kind of religio-
historical relationship between Yahweh and the sun that I have been
arguing for makes it possible to understand the role of the poetic
fragment within its context, namely a speech of Solomon commemo-
rating the founding of the temple of Jerusalem against the background
of the transference of the cult from Gibeon. Before considering
further aspects of the context of 1 Kings 8, however, it is worth
digressing to consider briefly what the poetic fragment implies about
the nature of the relationship between Yahweh and the sun.

The Significance of God Setting the Sun in the Heavens. 1 Kgs 8.53
{LXX) and other passages such as Ps. 19.5-6, Psalm 104 and Gen.
1.14-19 imply or state that Yahweh (or God) placed the sun in the
heavens. At first it would appear that statements like this indicate that
no direct relationship can exist between God and the sun. This is true
of course but only if strong emphasis is placed upen the word ‘direct’
for, as may be illustrated by reference te Egypt, solar deities are
typically considered to be distinct from the sun itself,

The Egyptian material shows clearly that the sun god Re was by no
means directly associated or identified with the physical sun.! The sun
was only one way of denoting Re (other ways, for example, were as a
ram-headed human or as a falcon).? Moreover, except during (and
just prior to) the reign of Amenophis IV at which time the sun god
was actually—and peculiarly and heretically—equated with the
physical form of the sun, a clear distinction was always maintained
between Re and the sun.® The relationship between the sun and Re was

1. This point is argued at length by D.B. Redford, ‘The Sun-Disc in
Akhenaten's Program: Its Worship and Antecedents, I', JARCE 13 (1976), pp. 47-
61, idem, *The Sun-Disc in Akhenaten’s Program: 1ts Worship and Anteccdents, IT7,
JARCE 17 (1980), pp. 21-38. A summary of these articles appears in Redford's
hook, Akhenaren: The Heretic King (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1984), pp. 169-80.

2. See. for example, . Cemy, Ancient Egyptian Religion (London:
Hutchison's University Library, 1952), pp. 39-66 passim.

3. Redford, ‘Sun-disc in Akhcnaten’s Program, [', pp. 46-51.
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such that the former was a mere manifestation of Re or the vehicle in
which he {and others) rode. Common references which illustrate the
distinction between the sun-god and the sun itself include ‘Re who is in
his disk’, ‘the lord of the disk’, and ‘Re and his disk’, the latter of
which indicates possession as well as distinction.! In view of
references such as these and other evidence from the Coffin Texts,
Redford thus concludes, ‘Re is never confused with his Disc; the two
are separate entities’.? As a manifestation of the deity, the sun is a
‘solar icon’.? Moreover, even in cases in which the sun disk is, to use
Redford’s words again, ‘an individualized “Power,” a hierophany in
its own right’, and thus showing its potential for consideration as a
separate deity, the visible disk is still easily distinguishable from the
sun god in these texts and elsewhere (with the exception of the cult of
Aten and its antecedents).*

It follows from this (or at least it is not a far step from it) that
biblical passages such as 1 Kgs 8.12 which distinguish between
Yahweh and the sun do not necessarily imply that there was no
relationship between the God of Israel and sun, nor do they imply that
Yahweh could not have been understood in solar 1erms. Moreover, in
the particular case of 1 Kgs 8.12 (LXX v, 53) some kind of relation-
ship between Yahweh and the sun is virtually assured, for without
such a relationship there would be no need to compose and preserve a
poetic passage in which ‘Sun’ and ‘Yahweh' (along with their
respective abodes) are juxtaposed.’

1. Redford, ‘Akhenaten’s Program’, p. 48. The sun was also known as the
‘eye’ of Re.

2. Redford, ‘Akhenaten’s Program’, p. 48.

3. Redford, Hereric King, p. 170.

4. Redford, ‘Akhenaten’s Program, I'. p. 48. Redford (ormulates the
following rule in such cascs: *In Egyptian religion, deitics are distinct from merely
potential hierophanies by the complete subordination of the latier to the former as
non-personalized agents through whom the gods work. As soon as the Egyptian
feels thal the potency with which a religious object is imbued emanates from the
object itself and not as a god behind the scenes, he treats it as a “Power”, and auto-
matically thinks of it as having the auributes of a person.”

3. To be sure, the Egyplians do nol use the language of the deity “seiting’ the
sun in the heavens {they refer rather to the sun god generating the solar disk from
himself), but we are dealing here with a Hebrew notion which in all probability
underwent a development of its own. In either case, however, that the deity creates
the sun and is distinct from it ¢can as much be used as an argument for 4 solar
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In the case of 1 Kgs 8.12 as preserved in the LXX! (and, it will be
argued, in the cases also of Ps. 19.5-6, Psalm 104 and Gen. 1.14-19;
cf. vv. 3-5} the idea that Yahweh (God) placed the sun in the heavens
should probably not be understood us a pelemic against a ‘foreign’
sotar deitry, rather, these passages probably reflect a theological out-
look that presupposes both continuity and discontinuity between the
God of Israel and the physical form ‘sun’. Whereas the continuity
involved the sun as a manifestation representative of certain aspects of
Yahweh’s character, the discontinuity involved a clear distinction
between Yahweh and that which he had created and sect in the heavens.

To consider the poetic bicolon restored in 1 Kgs 8.12 in light of its
context, the passage does not necessarily convey a radical distinction
between the theology of the high place at Gibeon and the temple at
Jerusalem. ‘The extent to which the latter differed from the former is
difficult to determine given the paucity of detailed evidence with
respect to Gibeon. On the basis of Josh. 1(.12-14, it would appear that
the link between Yahweh and the physical sun was relatively more
direct at Gibeon (perhaps something not all that different from the
cult of Aten?). In any case, we can be surc that any form of solar
Yahwism, Gibeonite or otherwise, in which there was a direct and
simplistic equation between Yahweh and the physical form of the sun
was being rejected in 1 Kgs 8.12 and it would not have survived as a
viable understanding of God in ancient Israel.

h. 1 Kings 8.12 within the Context of | Kings 8

Further insight into DH’s understanding of the poetic fragment in
1 Kings & may be gained by considering the poetic piece in light of its
narrative context. From this consideration of context two things will
be surmised: (1) that there is an apparent correspondence between the
glory of Yahweh in the narrative and the ‘Sun’ of the poetic fragment
(both of which are set in contrast with Yahweh’s residency in cloud
and darkress), and (2) that there is a further correspondence between

character for the deity as il can be against a solar nature for the god.

1. The option that the poetic picce makes an important scatement about the nature
of the relationship between Yahweh and the sun rather than denying such a
relationship allows for consistency in theology betwsen the fragments preserved in
Josh. 10.12-14 and 1 Kgs 8.53 (LXX) (or at Icast consistency in the Deuteronomic
understanding of that theology).
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the double location of God (in heaven or in the temple?) in both the
narrative and the poetic fragment. In this second case the tension in
the poetic fragment between ‘Sun’ in heaven and Yahweh in the
temple is played out in the prayer that surrounds it through a concern
about the direction one should properly face in prayer, whether ia the
direction of God in heaven (Yahweh-in-Gibeon, alias Sun) or in the
direction of the temple (the Deuteronomistic alternative). Soclomon’s
prayer for God in heaven to hear prayers now offered in the direction
of the temple, then, is an attempt to redirect the focus of attention
away from the sun in the heavens toward his alternative manifestation
in ‘glory’ and ‘name’ in the temple. Solomon’s prayer is thus transi-
tional. Praying with traditional posture towards the God of Gibeon
(i.e. with hands extended skyward), Solomen asks Yahweh’s blessing
upon those who from henceforth would redirect their prayers towards
the temple.

The contexi relevant to the first ¢ase {a context relevant also to the
case for a solar understanding of the ark, discussed earlier) is the
following:

6 Then the pricsts brought the ark of the covenant of the Lord (o its place,
to the inner sanctuary of the house, 1o the Holy of Holies, under the
wings of the cherubim. .. 10 And when the pricsts camc out from the holy
place, a cloud filled the house of the Lord, 11 so that the priests were not
able o stay ministering because of the cloud, for the glory of the Lord
fitled the House of the Lord. 12 Then Solomon said:

‘Sun He setin the heavens,

But Yahweh has chosen to dwell in thick cloud.
Surely I have built an exalted houvse for You,

A place for You 1o dwell in forever’.

By restoring the full form of the poem to what was probably its
original context, a clear motive can be discerned for the rearrange-
ment of this passage in both the MT and LXX, namely an apparent
association between the ‘glory of the Lord’ of the narrative and the
‘Sun’ of the poetic fragment, an association which is evident through
Solomon’s citation of the poetic fragment in this context (cf. LXX) and
through the contrast of ‘glory’ and ‘Sun’ alike with ‘cloud’/‘thick
cloud’.! For the purposes of the thesis of this book, it is important to

L. The latter term, “rapel, is regularly used of the ohscurity in which the deity
chooses ta dwell; ef. v, 11.
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note that the link in this poetic passage clearly supports some form of
association between Sun and Yahweh (for there is no need to dissoci-
ate elements that are distinct), and suggests further that, as manifesta-
tion, the ‘glory’ of Yahweh was perhaps the earthly counterpart to the
radiance of the sun in heaven.'

In the second case noted above, namely the residency of God both in
heaven and in the temple in poem and prayer alike, it is interesting to
recall, for example, how the prayer of Solomon begins, while keeping
in mind also the role of the aitar as a piece of a Gibeonite cultic
apparatus:

22 Then Solemon sieed before the altar of the Lord in the presence of ali
the assembly of Isracl, and spread forth bis hands towards heaven. ..

Possible consciousness of an almost ‘literal’ residency in heaven of
Yahweh te whom the prayer is directed is also evident in the
conclusion to the prayer:

54 Now as Solomon finished offening all this prayer and supplication (o
the Lord, he arosc from before the abiar of the Lord, where he had knelt
with hands outstretched toward heaven. .2

The presence of the same tension in the narrative as was seen in the
poetic fragment (that is, between the sun in the heavens and Yahweh
in the temple) is even more apparent in the following:

27 But will God indeed dwell on the earth? Behold, heaven and the
highest heaven cannot conlain thee; how much less this house which I
have built! 28 Yet have regard for the prayer of thy servant and to his
supplication, O Lord my God, hearkening to the ¢ry and to the prayer
which thy servant prays before thee this day; 29 that thy cycs may be open

1. A further point from the Egyptian material may be relevant 1o 1 Kgs 8,
namely, the notion that although in a scnsc God resides in his tempic, his true
dwelling place is in heaven. Note, for example, the words of Redford: ‘the use of
hry-ib, [“who rcsides in”, an expression used in reference to a deity worshipped
away [rom its home] in prefercnce to m |“in”] or some other focution, suggests that
the Disc is not in any struclure, nor in art is he depicted in a shrinc; he is always
abowve i1, shining down upon it, in graphic illustration of the dictum, “heaven is thy
temple’™ (Redlord, ‘Akhenaten’s Program, I, p. 55).

2, The gestore of stretching forth the hands towards heaven has a parallel in the
portrayals at Tell el- Amarna of worshippers in the time of Akhenaten either standing
or knecling and extending their hands upwards. See most conveniently the drawing
in T.H. Gaster, *Sun’, /DB, IV, p. 464, fig. 91.
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night and day toward this house, the place of which thou hast said, ‘My
name shall be there’, that thou mayest hearken 1o the prayer which thy
servant offers toward this place. 30 And hearken thou to the supplicalion
of thy scrvant and of thy people Isracl, when they pray toward this place;
yea, hear thou in heaven thy dwelling place; and when thou hearest,
forgive (RSV).

A clear case can thus be made for seeing a correspondence between
Yahweh both in heaven and in the temple (narrative) and between
Yahweh as Sun in heaven and yel resident in the temple (poem).!

Finally, the following points are important in light of the further
claim that this correspondence reflects a historical tension between
worshippers who are accustomed to praying to Yahweh in heaven
(Sun from the perspective of the poetic fragment and of Gibeon) and
worshippers who are now being asked to pray in the direction of the
temple in which Yahweh has taken residency in glory.

1. Sclomon in this prayer is clearly concerned about the direction
in which the worshipper is to pray,” namely ‘towards this place [i.e.
the temple]’, a concern for which there must have been some
historical reason.

2. A similar concern for the direction of prayer may be seen in the
case of Solomon himself, but his crientation during the course of the

1. 1f correct, the carrespondence appears to hold forth promise for under-
standing the classic problem of the relationship between the residency of Yahweh in
heaven and in the temple {a major problem of which has always heen that, in spite of
the apparent coniradiction, livtle tension may be detecied between the two under-
standings of Yahweh's residency), but 10 pursue such would lie beyond the scope of
the present study. (On the issue, see, for cxample, W. Eichrodt, Ofd Testament
Theology 12 vols.; OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 19671, 14, pp. 186-94.)

2. Thus, something like the following occurs several times in the prayer: *if
they...pray and make supplication to thee in this house, then hear thou in
heaven. .. " In the event of droughl, they are to *pray towards this place’, (that is, the
tempic) {v. 35): in the cvent of famine, plague or sickness, they are o 'pray towards
this house’ (v. 38; cf. v. 42); in the event of battle taking them out of town (where
they can no longer see the temple), they are to pray ‘toward the city which thou hast
chosen and the house which I have built” (v. 44); and even in the event thal they are
sent into exile, they are 1o pray “loward their tand. . . the city. . . and the house which I
have built” (v. 48). (In the latter two cases, since the temple was not visible, the
worshipper was apparently to face the general direction of the tempie [but under no
circumstances, we might add, was he/she to pray 1owards Yahweh (as the sun) in
heaven].)
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prayer appears transitional, as if to signal a change from a posture of
prayer towards (the sun in) heaven to a posture of prayer towards the
temple. Thus, Solomon extends his hands ‘towards heaven’ (that is, to
the God of heaven whom the Gibeonites and poem call ‘Sun’) to pray
that God might hearken to the prayers of those who from henceforth
are to direct their prayers towards the temple (that is, to Yahweh who
now resides in ‘glory” within the temple). This concern for orientation
is real and may be seen not only in the passages cited carlier above,
but in the curious statement of .14, ‘Then the king turned about
face’, which immediately follows the poem in 8.12-13. Further, a
correspondence between Sclomon’s prayer towards heaven and the
people’s towards the temple may be seen in the expression in 8.3§,
concerning the future worshipper at the newly founded temple
‘stretching out his hands toward this house’, a similar expression to
that used of Solomon with respect to his posture relative to heaven.

3. As others have noted, there appear to be allusions to the
Gibeonites in the poem.' For example, there is a parallel between the
hypothetical situation in which 'heaven is shut up and there is no rain
because they have sinned against thee’ in vv. 35-36 and the situation of
there being no rain due to Yahweh's anger for Saul’s crime against the
Gibeonites in 2 Sam. 21.1-14, a parallel which implies that the temple
was to be regarded as a suitable focal point for prayer by the
Gibeonites. Indeed, that the prayer of Solomon in 1 Kings 8 is
directed with reference to Gibeonite sympathies gains clear support
from t Kgs 9.1-3, which does not state simply that Yahweh appeared
to Sclomon at Jerusalem, but that ‘the Lord appeared to him a second
time, as he had appeared to him at Gibeon’.> Moreover, as if to
confirm that the temple could indeed be a place of worship for

1. On Gibeonite allusions in 1 Kgs 8, sce further P.J. Kearney, “The Role of
the Gibeonites in the Deutcronomistic History®, CBQ 35 (1973), pp. 13-14, who is
nonetheless inclined Lo oversiate the case. For example, although there are similarities
between | Kgs 8.41-43 and descriptions of the Gibeonites, the latler are referred to
as gfrim, ‘snjourners’, whereas 1 Kgs 8.41-43 uscs the term nokrim, ‘foreigners’,
{Also containing possible allvsions 10 the Gibeonites are vv. 37-39 [cf. 2 Sam. 24]
and vv.41-43 [cf. Josh. 9].)

2. Emphasis mine. [nterestingly, as if 1o make the same point from a perspective
more in sympathy with the new perspective of dissociation between Yahweh and the
physical sun, the Chronicler notes that *The Lord appeared to Solomon ar night* (2
Chron. 6.12 [emphasis mine|).
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Gibeonites, the same Yahweh who appeared to Solomon at Gibeon
says to Solomon {who has thus far prayed only in the direction of
heaven) ‘I have heard your prayer and your supplication, which you
have made before me *.!

To summarize, Solomon’s prayer in | Kings & provides clear
evidence of the association of Yahweh with the sun and of the
importance of Gibeon in perpetuating this theclogy. In this prayer,
however, Solomon is consciously moving away from a one-to-one
correspondence between Yahweh and the sun, In the poetic section this
move is reflected in the statement that defines the sun as something
which Yahweh (though still having solar characteristics) has set in the
heavens, whereas in the prayer itself, this move is evident in the
apparent ‘phasing out’ of the practice of praying to Yahweh as the sun
in the heavens (the practice at Gibeon) in favour of the practice of
arienting prayers in the direction of Yahweh as resident in his temple.
Unfortunately, however, without further insight into the exact nature
of solar Yahwism at Gibeon, it is impossible to tell to what extent
Solomon’s theology was a move away from or in keeping with
Gibeonite theology. One thing seems to be clear nonetheless: despite
the move away from Gibeonite Yahwism, Solomon’s theology is still
far from devoid of solar elements.

This interpretation will now be substantated further by reference ta
Ezek. 8.16-18, which attests to the same tension between worshipping
Yahweh in the direction of the temple or the sun (as Yahweh) in the
direction of heaven.

i. Ezekiel {especially 8.16-18)

Although the present section seeks primarily to consider the solar rite
described in Ezek. 8 16-18, other relevant passages in Ezekiel will be
considered at the end of the discussion of 8.16-18.

Ezekiel 8.16-18. Perhaps the most explicit reference to sun worship in
the Old Testament is Ezek. 8.16, which reads in its context as follows:

And He brought me into the inner court of the House of the Lord, and
there, at the entrance to the Temple of the Lord, between the porch and the
altar, were about twenty-five? men, their bucks to the Temple of the Lord

1. Emphasis mine.
2. O, following some LXX manuscripts, ‘twenty’.
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and their faces toward the east, and they were worshipping' toward the
east, the sun. 17 And He said to me, ‘Have you seen, son of man? Is it no
small matter for the House of Judah to be practicing the ahominations
which they have committed here, that they should fill the land with
vialence and provoke me to further anger? And here they are extending a
vine branch to my? nose!” 18 *But I will deal in wrath; my eye will not
spare, nor will [ have compassion; and though they shout in my ears with
a loud voice, § will not hear them”,

To state the context briefly, this passage forms part of a literary unit
that consists of 8.1-11.25,% appropriately entitled by Greenberg ‘The
Defiled Temple and its Abandenment’ *

There are at least two striking features about this passage which
have often been noted by interpreters. First, the literal translation
offered above shows that the direction in which the worshippers
face—with backs to the temple of Yahweh and facing towards the
east’—appears to be of greater concern in the text than the worship of
the sun {(which follows the comment concerning directian). Note, for
example, the comment offered by Zimmerli:

He [Ezekiel] does not stress the fact that in such worship the sun appears
as a sceond Lord beside Yahweh. Just as the first abomination consisted
in the distance from the abode of Yahweb {v. 6), s0 he sees here the
particular abomnination which offended Yahweh in the infringement of the
ordained direction of prayer and the turning of men’s backs to the Lord
who dwelt in the Aykl.®

Though dependent upon the unity of vv. 16 and 17-18 which I have
yet to substantiate (see shortly), a second siriking feature can also be
noted here, namely a tension concerning the relationship between
Yahweh and the sun which supports their association; whereas the
idolators bow to the sun and with backs turned to Yahweh in the

1. The rcading mithwytm in the MT is generally regarded as a scribal error for
mithwym; ¢f. GKC, p. 75 kk.

2. The MT has 'appdm, "their nose’, but this is one of the Tigqune Sopherim.
The original reading was clearly "appay, ‘My [that is, God’s] nose’.

3. Sce, for cxample, Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1, pp. 215-64; Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-
20, pp. 164-206.

4. Zimmerl, Ezekiel 1, p. 164

5. A similar concern with the direction faced, namely with ‘eyes... mmed
toward the Lord', is reflected in the Mishnah (m. Suk. 5.4, which cites Ezek. 8,16).

6. Zimmerli, Ezekiel !, p. 244.
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temple, they are nonetheless said to be extending a branch to the nose
of Yahweh.!

Significantly, the same two peculiarities evident in Ezek. 8.16—
concern with the direction of prayer and confusion about the location
of Yahweh in the temple or the sun—can be found in both 1 Kgs 8.12
(v. 53 LXX) and 1 Kgs 8.22-61. In the former of the Kings passages
the tension was seen to be between the relationship between Yahweh
and the sun (‘Sun He set in the heavens, but Yahweh has said that he
would dwell in thick darkness’), whereas in the latter the dominant
preoccupation was with the direclion of prayer, whether to God in
heaven (that is, the sun) or to Yahweh in the temple.

Consideration of the contexts of both 1 Kings 8 and Ezek. 8.16
suggests that the similar preoccupation with orientation reflected in
these passages is not coincidental. Whereas the sctting of 1 Kgs 8.12,
22-61 was on the occasion of the dedication of the temple, at which
time the glory of the Lord entered the temple {8.11), the setting of
Ezek. 8.16 is the abomination that occasions the exact opposite of what
took place in 1 Kings B, namely, the departure of the glory of the
Lord from the iemple. Moreover, in Ezek. 9.2? judgment for the
abominations described in Ezekiel 8, including the solar rite noted
climactically in 8.16, begins at hammizbéah hann®hoser, ‘the bronze
altar’, the altar of burnt offering of fame from Gibeon and 1 Kings
8.> And further, Ezekiel 8 describes a group of executioners whose
duty of destroying Jerusalem is reminiscent of the role of the
executioner of Jerusalem in 2 Samuel 24/1 Chron. 21.1-22.1. The
executioner’s grisly mission, in Ezekiel carried out in light of the
abomination committed before the altar of burnt offering, was
originally stayed throngh David’s act of building an altar of burnt
offering, the divinely ordained alternative to that at Gibeon.*

1. On the unity of vv. 16 and 17 and the meaning of the latter, see later in this
discussion.

2. Tuis widely acknowiedged and apparent from the text that ch. 9 is closely
related 10 8 and a continvation from it. See, for example, Zimmerli, Ezekie! 1,
p. 231,

3. See earlier in this chapter for a discussion of the relationship between this
aitar and that of Ahaz.

4. Ttis unlikely that the parallel is direct in the sense that the writer of the Ezekiel
passage consciously alludes to the account of the founding of the altar at the
threshing floor of Araunab. Behind them both, however, there seems to be a
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In light of what appear to be clear correspondences between these
passages, the following interpretation can be offered. First, there is
every reasen to belicve that Zimmerli was correct in his tentative
judgruent that the passage reflects ‘a solar understanding of Yahweh’.'
Secondly, the practice reflected in Ezek. 8.16 which contributed
greatly to the departure of the glory of Yahweh is effectively the
reverse of that advocated in | Kings 8 which formed the theological
basis for the entry of that glory. Moreover, that this alternative means
of praying to Yahweh is attested at the time of the late pre-exilic
period is an important witness to the apparent longevity of the
tradition. And thirdly, the Deuteronomistic concern with orientation
away from the sun reflected in both 1 Kings 8 and Ezek. 8.16, like the
Deuteronomistic concern with bowing to the Host of Heaven (of which
bowing to the sun is a part),” is not a concern over syncretism or even
solar elements in Yahwism per se, but with iconism. In other words,
DH and Ezek. 8.16-17 are probably not so much opposed to the
worship of Yahweh as the sun, but with the worship of the sun (that
is, a physical object) as Yahweh (or to other members of the Host of
Heaven as members of his entourage).

Also relevant to both Ezek. 8.16 and possible solar rites associated
with the temple of Solemen is the question of the date of the rite
described in Ezek. 8.16. Although the issue of date is complex, some
evidence points in the direction of further continuity between this
passage and 1 Kings 8 and in the direction also of a possible (but by
no means certain) solar alignment of the temple.

iradition, not clear in its details, of an associalion between the altar of burnt offering
and the exccution of Jerusalem through means of an angelic messenger or
messengers (cf. 1 Chron, 21.15-22.1/2 Sam. 24.16-25; Ezgk. 9.1-2). If the parallel
exists, the record of ‘seven’ executioners in Ezek. 9.2 seems to be a development
from the single messenger in Samuel/Chrenicles. (It is interesting, in view of my
claim that the altar of burnt offering/bronze altar had solar connotations, that many
associate thesc seven ¢xccutioners with seven planctary deities, among whom was
perhaps the counterpart to Nebo, ‘he who holds the scribe’s stylus’ [regarding
which, see, for example. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1, pp. 246-47, and Eichrodt, Ezekiel,
p. 130 and the bibliography cited there].)

1. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1, p. 244. See also the remainder of my discussion of
Ezek. 8.16-18.

2. See my discussion earlier in the section ‘The Expression “Host of Heaven™’.
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Some scholars (notably Gaster,' Morgenstern® and more recently
Brownlee®) have argued that the solar rite described in Ezek. 8.16
took place during the autumnal equinox. Although some of the argu-
ments adduced by these scholars in favour of this date are not
compelling,* three considerations possibly allude to a time roughly
during the autumnnal equinox.

The first is the date offered at the beginning of Ezekie! 8, the fifth
day of the sixth month of the sixth year according to MT (roughly 18
September 592}, exactly one month less according to LXX (that is, 18
August). It is perhaps significant that the date of MT, favoured by most
scholars,® is at the time of the autumnal equinex, a time when
unobstructed sunlight could have shone into the Hely of Holies if the
temple was aligned at an angle of roughly 90 degrees.® It is not clear,
however, that the date given in Ezek. 8.1, the date for the vision in the
chapter as a whele, applies specifically to the solar rite since it clearly
does not apply to the preceding abomination involving women
weeping for Tammuz (known to have taken place in July).

Secondly, as Morgenstern and Fohrer have noted,” there is a trad-
itton in the Mishnah that refers to this solar rite within the context of
the Feast of Booths. Tractate Suk. 5.4 describes a ceremony in which

1. T.H. Gasler, 'Ezekiel and the Mysterics™, JBL 60 (1941}, pp. 289-310,

2. For example, Morgenstern, Fire, pp. 34, 53.

3. W.H. Brownlec, Ezekie! 1-19 (WBC, 28; Waco, TX: Word Books, 1986),
. 128.
4. The arguments adduced by Gaster (‘Ezekiel and the Mysiteries’) in favour of a
date for this ritual during the autumnal equinox ace not convincing. Gaster's case is
based upon his interpretation of the Uparitic myth of Shachar and Shalim, in which
he finds parallels to all the rites described in Ezekiel 8. Gaster confidently assigns a
date of the autumnal equinox o the Ugarilic rite (the season of which is much
debatcd) and uses this as justification (or finding subtle allusions to the autumnal
equinox behind such words, for example, as gés, ‘end’, and §%fird (the meaning of
which is uncertainy in the preceding chapter, Ezek. 7 (vv. 2 and 7 respectively),
which is in a different block of material from 8.1-11.25,

5. Onthe varying dates given in 8.1 with rationalces given for favouring the MT,
see, for example, Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1, p. 216; Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-20, p. 164
JW. Wevers, Ezekiel [NCB, London: Nelson, 1949], pp. 78-79.

6. The angle depends, for example, on whether one reckons with a theoretical
flat horizon Lo the east or with the Mount of Olives. Sce the discussion in the
previous chapler concerning the onientation of the Solomonic temple.

7. See especially Morgenstern, Fire, p. 34 n. 1.

p
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two priests at the time of cock-crowing ceremoniously blast trumpets
at appropriate places as they make their way from the upper gate to
their final destination, the east gate.! The text continues as follows:

Arrived there, they turned their faces towards the west and said, "Our
fathers who were in this place had their backs towards the Temple and
their faces caxiward, and they would prosirate themseives eastward towards
the sun; but as for us, our eyes are towards Him (or “towaris Yah™)".

Especially in light of the judgment that Ezek. 8.16 alludes to a solar
Yahwistic rite, it must be asked what significance specific reference to
this rite had within the context of the later celebraton of the Feast of
Booths unless the rite denounced here played some role within this
same feast at an earlier period. Significantly, a setting at the Feast of
Booths for the rite of Ezek. 8.16 corresponds perfectly with the time
of the occasion of the dedication of the temple of Sclomenin 1 Kings 8
with which Ezek. 8.16 has been shown to have clear parallels:

So Sclomon held the Feast at that time, and all Israel with him, a great
assembly, from the entrance to Hamath to the Brook of Egypt, before the
Lord our God, seven days.2 On the eighth day he sent the people away;
and they blessed the king and went to their homes. | .

1. ltis of interest that, whereas Ezek. &.16 locates the solar rite in the sacred
space near the altar, the Mishnah places it at the east gate. The influence of Ezck.
11.1 which mentions the presence at the east gate of ‘twenty-five men’ (cf. MT Ezek.
8.16) is possible here, but the tradition of the location could also be independent
from 11.1. To complicate matters further, although many have claimed a connection
between 8.16 and 11.1 on the basis of similarities between these passages, whether
the connection between §.16 and 11.1 has any basis in reality is by no means certain
(in favour, for example, is Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-20, p. 186; against is Zimmerii,
Ezekiel 1, p. 257; and somewhere in between are Wevers, Ezekiel, p. 92 and
Eichrodt, Ezekiel, pp. 134-35), In any ¢ase, Jewish tradition is on the side of a
connection. Moreover, although the vices of the leadership in 11.1 are distinetly
social and thus difficult to reconcile with the cultic crimes of the twenty-five i 8.16,
a curious interplay between cultic and social vices is similarly evident in chs. 8-9 and
this seems 1o provide a basis for seeing a connection between 8.16 and 11.1,

2. LXX followed, for example, by the RSV, There is widespread agreement that
the additional “and seven days, fourteen days’ of the MT was added in light of
2 Chran. 7.8-10 which assigns the ceremony of dedication to a period of seven days
before the Feast of Tabernacles which it Chronicles concluded with the eiphth day of
sclemn assembly (cf. Lev. 23.34-43).

3. 1 Kgs 8.65-66a,
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There is no question that the ‘Feast’, though not named, was the Feast
of Tabernacles' which of course coincided with the time of the
autumnal equinox.? Several factors, then, point to the Feast of Booths
and actumnal equinox as the time of the rite described in Ezek. 8.16,
including a Mishnaic tradition, the time given for the dedication of the
temple in both DH and Chronicles (though with minor variations) and,
perhaps, Ezek. 8.1. This much seems clear.

Even it it were possible to establish the exact time® of the occasion

1. See | Kgs 8.2 which, as de Vaux argues, there is no reason to deubt {de
Vaux, Ancient Israel, p. 498); cf. 2 Chron. 7.8-10, Lev. 23.34-43. On the Feast of
Booths as a possible locus for solar Yahwism. see the scction, *An Autumnal
Festival as a Locus for Solar Yahwism?', offered later in this chapter.

2. That the time of the Feast of Booths was perhaps significant to the occasion
of the founding of the tcmple can be suggested from the observation that for some
reason there was a delay of eleven months between the completion of the temple and
its dedication (cf. | Kgs 6.38; §.32).

3.  Several factors prevent this. As Morgenstern admits {Fire, p. 34 n. 1), the
Mishnah leaves it unclear whether the rite was practiced each morning during
Sukkoth or whether it took place on cne day. Morcover, even according to
Morgenstern’s own unique understanding thac the festival of Asif, the predecessor to
Sukkath, took place between the third and the ninth day of the scventh month, the
festival still does not coincide exacily with the equinox. Morgenstern’s suggestion
(Fire, pp. 34-35) that the problem with the timing can be attributed to the pro-
Yahweh (that is, anti-sun) perspective from which the account in the Misknah is
writicn seems forced.

On a more balanced note, the confusion aboult the exact ime of the dedication of
the Temple in Kings and Chronicles precludes the possibility of ceriainty. Moreoves,
although it is clear that the timing of rituals such as the Feast of Tabemacles, set for
between the fifteenth and the twenty-first of the seventh month, was set in light of a
calendar conscious of solstices and equinoxes and took place roughly at the time of
the autumnal equinox, too much remains unclear about the exact nature of the
relationship between the major Feasts and the calendar in pre-exilic times 1o be sure
about an exact reckoning in tight of the equinox. To illustrate the difficuity, Clines
questions the validily of the notion of an autumnal New Year in pre-exilic Israel
(DL A. Clines, *The Evidence for an Autumnal New Year in Pre-cxilic Israel
Reconsidered’, JBL 93 (1974), pp. 22-40; idem, ‘New Year', IDBSup, pp. 625-
29). Or again, for example, de Vaux (Ancient Israel, pp. 190, 498) regards the times
given for the Feast of Tabernacles at the beginning and end of the year in the two
ancient calendars Exod. 23.14-17 and 34.18-23 respectively as indicative that the
time of Ingathering varied from year o year, depending on when the crops matured.
Further, he urges that #gdpd, ‘revolution’, in 34.22 not be equated with the later
associations of this term with solstices and equinoxes. He nonetheless argues that a
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when the direction one faced was evidently indicative of one's
theclogy, uncertainties about the exact orientation of the temple and
the question of the awkward presence of the Mount of Olives would
still preclude the possibility of knowing whether or not, for example,
the sun shone into the Holy of Holies at any given time during the year
{a matter to which reconsideration will be given soon in the section on
the orientation of the Temple).

Relevant both to a solar-Yahwistic interpretation of Ezek. 8.16 and
to the question of a possible setting during the Feast of Booths is a
final consideration from the context of Ezekiel 8. I refer to v. 17b in
which the Lord says, w®hinnam 56fhim ‘et hazz®mord ‘el “appam,
‘And here they are extending a vine branch to my' nose!” Consider-
ation here is given to two possible interpretations of the verse?, both
of which are based on a common view that the practice should not be
dissociated from the solar rite described in v. 16

knowledge of the Egyptian solar calendar of 365 days is noi unknown in
intertestarmental literature {ef., for example, the witness of a solar calendar [364 days]
at Qumran, in the book of Jubilees |6.23-32], and in ! Enoch [721). In view of
uncertainties relating to the time of both feast and ritual, as well as to the exact
orientation of the temple, there is litle point in pursuing further the complicated issuc
of the nature of the calendar in ancient Israel. {See further, however, the section, 'An
Auturnnal Festival as a Locus for Selar Yahwism?', at the end of this chapter.)

1. ‘Their’ is an intentional scribal emendation far ‘my’, one of the Tiggune
Sopherim.

2. For a summary of various interpretations, see already Stdhli, Selare
Elemente, pp. 47-49 n. 231,

3. There is some debate about whether or not Ezek. B.17 describes a rite
separate from the one involving sun worship mentioned in v. 16. Those who regard
it as separate (for example, N, Sarna [‘Ezekiel §:17: A Fresh Examination’, HTR 57
(1964), pp. 347-52], Greenberg [Ezekie! I-20, p. 172]), and many with
interpretations not dependent upon a solar interpretation [cf. Greenberg, Ezekie! {—
20, p. 173} typically note the intervening general references in v. 17a to
‘abominations’ and social wrong doing, both of which might lead one to belicve that
the writer has moved on from referring to the rite described in v. 16. Those in
favour of the association between vv. 17bp and 16 (for example, Zimmesli, Ezekiel
{, p. 244, and those with interpretations consistenl with the solar reference in v. 16}
typically netc that v. 17, a divine spcech offering Yahweh's interpretation and
comments, is analogous to similar divine elaborations found in vv. 6 and 12 {though
not v. 15). The omission of wySbw thk ‘ysrey in the 1.XX offers support for seeing at
least v. 17ba as an addition. Finally. as Zimmerli notes (Ezekie! I, p. 244), secing
in [7H§ an additional cultic act ‘'would immediately disturb the framework of four
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Possibly relevant to the notion of Yahweh as the sun in Ezek. 8.16
is the view of Fohrer, according to whom Ezek 8.17 is a Canaanite
counterpart to the well-known Egyptian practice of extending a
bouquet to the nose of the deity as a means of bestowing upon the
deity the wish of eternal life.! In stating this interpretation, however,
Fohrer faces a tension between his understanding on the one hand that
the worshippers are performing this gesture before the rising sun and
his view on the other hand that they are performing this gesture
before Yahweh.? This tension leads Zimmerli to reject the interpreta-
tion with the question: ‘Is it likely...that Yahweh, of whom we have
just been told that the “men” turn their backs on him, now suddenly
takes the place of the rising sun and then says that “they stretch out the
branch to my nose?”? Regardless of whether or not the details of
Fohrer's interpretation are correct, if Zimmerli’s own suggestion of a
solar understanding of Yahweh is taken seriously, the answer to the
question would appear to be yes.

To be sure, the rite alluded to in Ezek. 8.17 is obscure and difficult
to interpret. In my judgment, however, an explanation as plausible as

scenes’. (On the carcful crafting of the section as a whole, sce further Greenberg,
Ezekiel 1-20. pp. 192-205).

In favour of a connection between vv. 16 and 17, the following can also be
noted. (1) If v. 17 was separate from the abomination described in v. I6, one
wouald expect it 10 merit elaboration commensurate with its role as the climactic
abomination within the section as a whole. {On the other hand, assuming v, 16 is the
final, climactic abomination, it cannot be judged surprising that this abomination
merited an extended comment in which, as a prelude of the judgment to follow, finat
mention was made in v. 17bf of a particularly offensive aspect of this ritual.) (2} To
dissociate v. 17bf} from v. 16 is to be inconsistent with the broader context of the
narrative rmaterial in which reversions back and forth from descriptions of ritual and
social vices are quite characteristic (sce for example 8.12 and 9.9 in which the same
phrase, ‘The Lord has forsaken the land, and the Lord does not see’, functions in a
ritual, then a social context). (3) As will be argued shortly, an explanation is possible
for the enigmatic phrase referring to a branch to the nose which presupposes a ritual
context involving sun worship and which can account at least to some degree for the
social vices described not only in 17bee but also in ch. 9, clearly related 1o the
preceding ch. 8.

1. G.Fohrer, Ezechie! (HAT, 13; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1955), pp. 52-53; ¢f. A. de
Buck, ‘La fleur av front du grand-préwe’, OTS 9 {1951}, pp. 18-29.

2. Fohrer, Ezechiel, pp. 52-53.

3. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1, p. 244,
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any offered to date arises from consideration of the rite also as
possibly Yahwistic in origin. Particularly on the assumption of unity
with 8,16,! the setting of 8.17 corresponds remarkably well with a
rite described in the Mishnah in association with the Feast of Booths.
In the tractate Sukkah in which the solar rite of Ezek. 8.16 is
mentioned, reference is made in the same context to a practice in
which pilgrims are required to collect various sorts of branches,
palm, willow, myrtle, some of which were to be made into a festal
plume, a lulab, which was waved daily during the singing of the Hallel
(Pss. 113-18).2 More specifically, daily during the ceremony of waier
libation a procession of priests walked around the altar waving
branches, while the pilgrims themselves watched, waving their lulabs
and jeining in the chorus of Ps. 118.25 in which the pilgrims address
Yahweh by saying, ‘Save us, we beseech thee, O Lord!"?

The correspondences between this rite and Ezek. 8.16-17 are
numerous: the presence in both contexts of priests,“ reference to the
extending of branches, lecation near the altar of burnt offering and
probably also a setting at the Feast of Booths, Moreover, further
correspondences arise upon examination of the context of Ezek. 8.17.
I refer to what can be judged from Ezek. 8.18 about the setting of the
preceding verse in which people are said to have extended a branch to
the ‘nose’ of Yahweh:

But I will deal in wrath, my eye will not spare, nor will I have
compassion; and though they shout in my ears with a loud voice, I will
not hear them.

Although the reference to shouting in the ‘ears’ of Yahweh could be
hypothetical here, it could also be that the shouting was part of the
same rite in which branches were held forth to the ‘nose’ of Yahweh.
If so, one can surmise further that the shouting was done within the

1. See the discussion of the debate four notes earlier.

2. M. Suk 3.1-4, 8-9; ef. for example, Rylaarsdam, ‘Booths’, p. 456. Cf.
also Jub. 16.31.

3. M. Suk, 39, 4.5; ¢f, Rylaarsdam, ‘Booths’, p. 456, C.N. Hillyers, ‘First
Peter and the Feast of Tabemacles’, TynBul 21 (1971), p. 48.

4. This is not specifically stated, but most interpreters judge the ‘twenty’ or
‘twenty-five' referred 1o in 8.16 to be priests on the grounds of their number and/or,
more importantly, on the basis of their location in the temple complex {that s, in an
area in which only priests were likely to be found).
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context specifically of an appeal for deliverance since, by refusing to
hear the cries of the people, Yahweh here denies them mercy. This
corresponds remarkably well, then, with the setting for the Feast of
Booths described in tractate Sukkah, namely a setting in which a
group of people who extend branches at an altar shout for deliverance
and in which, earlier, reference is made to the solar rite of Ezek.
8.16. Moreover, although the Mishnaic tradition of branch waving is
attested rather iate, that in Lev, 23.40 branches of different kinds are
referred to in the context of rejoicing before the Lord during the
Feast of Booths rather than for constructing the booths themselves
suggests a relatively early date for the celebrative waving of branches
during the feast.! In light of these and other peossible correspon-
dences,” them, it is reasonable to suppose that the setting for
Ezek. 8,17 is that part of the Feast of Booths in which branches were

1. That the book of Jubilees attributes the rite of branch waving to Abraham
(Jub. 1631} is alse suggestive that the practice was considered early.

2. First, that the rite of hranch-waving hy the pricsts is done near the altar in
both tractate Sakkak and Ezek. 8.17 helps to *bridge’ the gap between the location of
the eastward-facing priesthood in 8.16 (near the altar) and the location for the
reference to this rite in m. Suk. 5.4 (at the eastern gate). Secondly, undeslying the
interpretation offered here is the assurnption that rites performed at the altar itself
were performed for Yahweh as sun, a view which matches cur understanding that
the original altar of the first temple, perbaps originally at Gibeon, was a cult object of
Yahweh as sun. In light of the possibilily thal the bronze altar was a solar cult
apparatus which perhaps literally reflected the character of the god of the cult, sensc
can perhaps be made of the very curious statement in m. Suk. 4.5, ‘Praise to you, O
altar! Praise 1o you, O aliar!” which divects praise to the altar as if 1o Yahweh himself
and for which there is a varant expression, attribuied to R. Eliczer, which makes the
connection quite explicit: "To Yah and 10 you, O altar! To Yah and to you, O aliar.
(My attention was drawn 1o this curious statement through the discussion of Tigay,
‘Adldenda’ to No Orher Gods.) Thirdly, immediately attcr the climactic shout at
which time the branches were raised during the Feast of Booths, the following pas-
sage in which altar and God as light are brought together was read (Ps. 118.26-27):

Blessed be he who enters in the nume of G Lord!
We bless you from the house of the Lord

The Lord is Ged, and he has given us light,

Bind the festal procession wilh branches,

up Lo Ui homs of the altar! (R5v }

Finally, if not to this ritc in which prigsts assemble at the altar waving branches, o
what other rte could Ezek. 8.16-18 refer?
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held upwards (to the ‘nose’ of Yahweh as it were) and that this was
part of the same solar occasion during which priests worshipped
Yahweh in the direction of the sun' rather than in the direction of the
temple. Thus, according to Ezek. 8.16-17, solar Yahwism was alive
and well within the context of the Jerusalem priesthoed at the end of
the monarchy.

Other Puxsages in Ezekiel Finally, to complete the discussion of
Ezekiel within the context of the present section primarily on 8.16-18,
what passages elsewhere in Ezekiel bear on the question of sun
worship in ancient [srael? First, although the glory of the Lord in
Ezekiel clearly has a life of its own (due at least in part to its asso-
ciation with the portable cherub-throne), it is nonetheless of interest
that such expressions as nogah kKbod yhwh, ‘the brightness of the
glory of the Lord’ (10.4) and w®haares he'lrad mikk*bodo, “and the
whole earth shone with his glory’ (43.2) support the comparison
between the glory of the Lord and the sun argued for tentatively on
the basis of the placement of 1 Kgs 8.12 (cf. v. 53 LXX) in light of its
immediately preceding context (8.11).2

One observation on the well-known accounts of the departure of the
glory of the Lord to the east (10.18-19; 11.22-25) and its return from
the same direction (43.1-5) seems particularly relevant to the present
study. Whereas the glory of the Lord advances under its own earth-
illuminating power® when it moves from east to west, when it leaves
the temple (thereby necessitating travel from west to east) this glory
departs not under its own ‘natural’ power but with the aid of the
throne-chariot. This of course corresponds perfectly with the direc-
tion in which the sun moves naturaily: from east to west but not vice-
versa, This is not to imply a simplistic and direct comrespondence in

1. According to later tradition, the branches were to be waved in the direction of
the four points of the compass, as well as upwards and downwards, symbolic in part
of the presence of God everywhere. Though the tradition is late and thus perhaps not
relevant, its concen with orientation is familiar and its rationale rooted in the location
of God might be a corrective to the theological implication of waving the branches
upwards (that is, toward God).

2. Interestingly, in the former of these passages in Ezekiel, the language and
context is similar to that in | Kgs 8.11, and in the latter passage the occasion is the
retarn of the glory of the Lord from the east and through the east gate.

3. This passage states that ‘the whole earth shone with his glory’.
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Ezekiel between the glory of the Lord (which can clearly go wherever
it wishes) and the movement of the sun,' but to suggest rather that the
notions of ‘glory’ and the ‘sun’ were probably related (for which we
have seen some evidence already in 1 Kgs 8).

Finally, Ezek. 41.12 includes in the plan of the ideal temple an
enormous ‘building’ of unspecified function to the west of the temple.
Zimmerli speculates that the building ‘has been constructed on theo-
logical grounds, as an element for blocking off the western side’.?
Moreover, to Zimmerli the theclogical grounds for such are that ‘its
intention is to forbid all access to the area behind the temple, that is
behind the back of the Lord of the hely of holies who is facing
forward that is, eastwards'.> Whereas to Zimmerli the theological
motive relates to the impossibility of ‘approaching God on one’s own
initiative from behind’, it is also possible that there was in this case
the same abominable temptation as reflected in Ezek. 8.16, namely the
temptation to pray in the direction of the sun again, ‘with backs to the
temple’ (only, in this case, bowing westward, towards the setting sun),

Another explanation for the building is that it is to be associated
with a possible counterpart in the pre-exilic temple. The best candidate
for this is the obscure ‘parbar’ of 1 Chron. 26.18, said to be on the
west and to which two gate-keepers were assigned, along with four
more on the road. According to some, the word parbar, ‘colonnade’
or the like, is the singular form of parwdrim, mentioned in 2 Kgs
23.11 as being a place from which the sun horses were removed by
Josiah. Thus, Zimmerli says of the possible relevance of this to
Ezek. 41.12,

the unmistakable function of this building [greatly expanded in sizg] as a
barricr makes it appear as not impossible that precisely at this spot an

1. References lo the entrance of the glory of the Lord through the north gate and
its departure 10 the east rule out a direct correspondence. Moreover, whereas the
arrival of the glory of the Lord perhaps had a nalural reflex (perhaps the autumnal
equinax), theological considerations alone account for its departore (on which see,
for example, R.R. Wilson, ‘Exekiel’, HBD, p. 668.) Also relevant to the issue are
possible solar connotations for the cherubim upon which the glory rides and
Ezekiel's avoidance of the expression yhwh s%bd "t

2. W.Zimmerli, Ezekie! 2 (trans. J.D. Martin, Hermeneia; Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1983 [German, 1969]), p. 380.

3. Ezekiel 2, p. 380.

4. Ezekiel 2, p. 381,
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earlier misuse of the place, such as is discemible in 2 Kgs 23,11, had 1o
be warded off as forcefully as possible. But all the discussions are here
moving in the rcaim of supposition.[

Although a tantalizing suggestion, enly the last sentence quoted here is
certain.

Finally, consideration must be given to the problem noted earlier
concerning the apparent incongruity between the view that solar
elements within royal Jerusalemite theology were promoted by the
Zadokite priesthood and the condemnation of solar Yahwism in Ezek.
B.16-18, clearly a Zadokite work. The problem may be accounted for
in a few ways. First, although Ezekiel condemns those who worship in
the direction of the sun in Ezek. 8.1, it is evident that some form of a
solar understanding of Yahweh was perhaps presupposed nonetheless.?
Perhaps Ezekiel’s objection is not to solar Yahwism per se, but to an
aspect which emphasizes the sun more as a lecus for Yahweh's
presence than the temple itself. And secondly, although a Zadokite,
Ezekiel bears here, as elsewhere, the clear marks of Deuteronomistic
influence. Nate, for example, the following judgment of Robert
R. Wilson:

It is preferabie to assume that Ezekiel was influcnced by the Deuteronomic
rcform movement bafore he was exiled to Babylon. However, rather than
becoming a total convert 10 the Denleronomic position, he seems 10 have
attempted to make his own personal synthesis of the Zadokite and
Deuwronomic positions, This synthesis is reflected in his oracles?

In short, Ezek. 8.16-18 which may reflect a blending of
Deuteronomistic* and Zadokite concerns does not necessarily condemn
solar Yahwism, but only an offensive aspect of it, namely, directing
one's worship of Yahweh specifically towards the sun as opposed to
the temple.

1. Ezekiel 2, p. 380.

2. This is evident, for example, in Ezekiel's reference in 8.17 to the idolators
holding branches to the sun and yet w0 ‘my [Yahweh's] nose’. As just observed in
the discussion of Ezekiel as a whole, the notion of the glory of the Lord probably had
some relation 1o the sun, 1ts radiance and, al times, ils movement.

3. R.R. Wilson, Prophecy and Sociery in Ancient Isragl (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 19803, p. 284.

4. Note, for example, the similarities between 1 Kgs % and Ezek. 8.16-17 noted
earlier in this chapter.
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The Orientation of Solomon's Temple

The previous chapter considered in some detail the orientation of
Solomon’s temple from the perspective of both archaeological
evidence and the history of scholarship. The purpose of this section is
to discuss biblical evidence relevant to the issue of orientation. As the
foliowing points suggest when compared with evidence adduced
earlier, the biblical material permits a relatively positive attitude
towards the notion that Solomon’s temple was intentionally aligned to
the sun, although certainty about this matter is far from attainable.

First, biblical evidence has been adduced in the present study to
suggest some kind of direct relationship between Yahweh and the sun
during the time of the founding of the temple in Jerusalem. More
specifically, far from being tangential to the issue of the construction
of the temple (including perhaps its alignment), an association of some
kind between the sun and the God of Israe! appears to have been a
significant (and perhaps even central) part of the background to the
founding of the temple. Thus, for Solomon to have succeeded in trans-
ferring the most significant cult centre of the day from Gibeon to
Jerusalem, his stance must have been concessionary towards Gibeonite
Yahwism, a peint which the Deuteronomistic rendition of the
founding of the temple makes clear in general and which the witness
of the LXX to the early poetic fragment 1 Kgs 8.12 appears to make
explicit in terms of linking ‘Yahweh’ with femefl, ‘Sun’ {that is,
Yahweh-in-Gibeon; ¢f, Josh, 13.12-13). It does not follow from this
concessionary stance, however, that the ternple was necessarily aligned
to the sun. On this point there is in fact ample room for uncertainty,
Onr the one hand we are told that the temple faced eastwards which
leaves open the possibility of alignment to the sun. But on the other
hand we are also told that the God who placed the physical sun in the
heavens (Jogically a deity with solar traits) had nonetheless decided to
dwell in the darkness of the temple adyton, which leaves open the
possibility that solar alignment was irrelevant to the cult. This latter
possibility, however, must be balanced by the further possibility of a
link between the radiant glory of the Lord entering the darkness of
the temple, and sunlight entering the temple.

Secondly, our examination of Ezek. 8.16 offers clear indication also
of a Yahwistic solar rite being performed by priests within the context
of the temple at least at a later period. Moreover, a number of
affinities between this passage and 1 Kings 8, which recounts the
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occasion of the temple’s initial dedication, are suggestive of continuity
with the early history of the temple.

Thirdly, more than one line of evidence, including dates offered in
the texts (a few of which are elusive however), suggests that the solar
rite alluded to in these texts took place during the Feast of Booths
which ceincided with the harvest moon and the time of the autumnal
equinox.! Indeed since the Feast of Booths coincides with the time of
the harvest moon and autumnal equinox, this feast is ideally suited to a
theology which understands the sun to be a symbol of Yahweh and the
moon its symbolic nocturnal counterpart, since each night for more
than a week the full moon of harvest appears precisely at the time of
the setting of the sun, itself at the point of equinox.?

Fourthly, although not evidence in itself, the results of calculations
of temple alignment considered in the previous chapter are worth
reconsidering in light of a fairly fixed date at the Feast of Booths for
both the solar rite in Ezek. 8.16 and in 1 Kings 8 {or even for only
one of the two). To review briefly results of those calculations that are
illustrative here, patterns were seen which suggest that, to be
significant, solar alighment had to be in excess of 90 degrees in the
case of an obstacle to the east, and which indicate also that significant
solar alignment had to be less than 90 degrees for a given period prior
to the autumnal equinox. Although the precise angle of the temple
remains the critical wvnknown factor, it is nonetheless possible in light
of a rough date to work the other way round by estimating what the
angle of the temple would be if it were aligned to the sun relative to
both the Mount of Olives and the Feast of Booths. Thus, for example,
reckoning a date for the start of the Feast of Booths at a week or so
prior to the autumnal equinox and a height for the Mount of Olives of
some 64 m above the temple mount and roughly 1050 m away, the
temple would have been aligned at 90 degrees for uncbstructed light

1. See the discussion of the date of Ezek. 8.16 offersd in the previous section
and the scction on the autumnal festival offercd toward the end of this chapter. A
timing with deference to both moon and sun is also possible, the former being
suggested by the role of the mooen as possible a night-time reflex of Yahweh as sun
and by the coincidence of the Feast of Booths in the Junisolar ¢alendar with the
cquinox in general and the full (harvest) moon in particular.

2. Tam indebied o A. Wolters for the observation that the harvest moon appears
precisely at the point of sunset and the possible relevance of this point to my thesis.
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to have shone into the Holy of Holies during the Feast of Booths.!
Similarly, the later the time of the feast relative to the equinox, the
more in excess of 90 degrees the temple would have to be for the
same effect of sunlight to occur. Of course the problem of the precise
timing of the feast relative to the equinox, a problem not unrelated to
uncertainties over the nature of the calendar, remains.

Fifthly, whereas the temple was completed in the eighth month, it
was dedicated in the seventh month, at the Feast of Booths.”> Whether
the dedication preceded the completion of the temple by one month or
followed it by eleven,” the discrepancy in time suggests that there
must have been some significance to the dedication coinciding with the
Feast of Booths.* It is thus possible that the autumnal equinox which
accompanied the feast was perhaps essential to the auspicious occasion
when the glory of the Lord entered the Holy of Holies and took its
place with the ark beneath the cherubim.®

To evaluate, the biblical material offers important evidence that
lends considerable weight to the possibility that the temple was aligned
to the sun., On a more cautionary note, however, none of the factors
mentioned above is in itself sufficient to prove or in some cases even
to remove reasonable doubt that the temple of Solomon was aligned
intentionally to the sun. In each case one might wish to have a clearer
understanding of several factors {for example further clarity about the
exact nature of the calendar in pre-exilic Israel).

When the biblical evidence is blended with the archaeological evid-
ence examined earlier, the prospect of a resolution to the issue appears

I.  This angle corresponds perfectly with several guesses based upon the best of
indirect evidence, namely the angle of the sanctuary at Arad. the calculations of
Hollis as comected earlicr in this study and at least a very literal rendition of the
direction of the biblical witness to the orentation of the wmple, “to the east’.

2. Cf.1Kgs 6.38; 8.2. There is no reason to doubt either the date of completion
or dedication, although the exact date of the laiter has slight variations and is
somewhat complex {cf. 1 Kgs 8.65; 2 Chron. 7.8-10; Lev. 23.34-43).

3. See, for example, de Vaux, Arcient fsrael, pp. 498-99,

4, Onthe apparent link between the Feast of Booths and Temple dedication, see
further Hillyers,‘Feast of Tabernacles’, pp. 49, 52.

5. Other cxpianations for the apparent delay are of course possible, but none are
50 compelling as to preclude the interpretation offered here. For example, on the
assumption that the dedication was delayed by eleven months, de Vaux (Ancient
Israel, pp. 498-99) suggests that ‘the delay could be explained by the fact that all the
bronze fumishings werc still being cast’.
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dim. Whereas the archaeological evidence offered no analogue rhat
suggests solar alignment, the evidence is necessarily indirect.
Moreover, in light of the specific context for which the temple was
constructed (which appears to have been solar to no small extent) we
should perhaps not expect a clear Yahwistic analogue. While the
archaeological evidence does net favour a solar orientation for the
temple of Solomon, such orientation is certainly possible in light of
the biblical evidence—and is indeed more possible than has often been
recognized. Whether the temple was aligned to the sun as some form
of an expression of Yahweh remains uncertain.!

The Accounts of the Reigns of Ahaz, Hezekiah, Manasseh and Josiah
There is much in the accounts of the reigns of these kings that either
states or suggests that the culi of Yahweh was influenced by astral or
solar features. At times it is difficult to discern what may or may not
be relevant to solarized Yahwism (especially in the reign of Ahaz),?
but the items outlined below are clearly worthy of consideration.

1. That other Yahwistic sanctuaries did not on the whole follow suit could be
accounted for in light of the fact that there was in the casc of the Jerusalem wwmple the
need for a concessionary attitude toward the high place of Gibeon. The lack of
analogy nonetheless warrants the use of caution.

2. For example, J. Morgenstern (Fire, pp. 33-35, 52-53) has suggested that
2 Chron. 28.24 and 29.6-7, mentioning Ahaz's closing of the Temple doors and
extinguishing of lamps, originally described two rites associated with the equinoctal
New Year's Day ritnal, both donc in preparation for the coming of the k°bad yhwh,
‘radiance of Yahweh’, bul there seems to be little evidence for this. If relevant to the
present discussion at all, these references to the closing of the Temple doors and the
cessation of the cult of Yabweh therein on the one hand (2 Chron. 28.24; 29.6-7)
and the adopting of a new larger altar of burnt offerings on the other {2 Kgs 16.10-
16) are perhaps suggestive that Ahaz was guilly of an imhalanced regard for Yahweh
as Sun in the heavens at the expense of Yahweh as resident in the Holy of Holies, a
potnt supported at first glance by the use in 2 Chron. 29.6 of the imagery of ‘turning
the hack’ on Yahweh's Temple. It is best, however, not toy take these passages into
consideration for the following reasons: (1} 2 Kgs 16.10-16 cannot easily be
reconcited with 2 Chron. 29 which makes 1t clear that the closing of the lemple
meant that burnt offerings were no longer offered in the Temple court (2 Chron.
29.7; cf. v. 18); (2) the mention of *turning the back’ 1o the Teraple in 2 Chron.
29.6, unlike Ezck. 8.16 or 1 Kgs &8, is not specifically the direction of prayer or
prostration, but a general figure of speech akin to Jer. 2.27, 32.33, occurring
moreover nol in a description of the acts of Ahaz alone but in a general reference Lo
the behaviour of the ‘fathers’.
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a. A Case for Hezekiah as o Solar Yahwist

If what 1 have argued in the previous chapter regarding the royal jar
handles is correct (or if on any other interpretations of the imagery
on the handles are judged to have possible solar connotations vis-a-vis
the God of Judah), they imply that Hezekiab perhaps had a solar
understanding of Yahweh. Although this might seem unlikely in light
of a traditional understanding of the biblical evidence, Deuteronom-
istic literature examined thus far leaves room for the possibility that
solar elements belonged to the Yahwistic outlook of other key figures
such as Joshua and Solomon. The following passages constitute a case
then for Hezekiah as a ‘solar Yahwist’.

2 Kings 20.8-11/Isaiah 38.7-8: A Sign on the Upper Chamber of
Ahaz. First is the account of the sign of the healing of King Hezekiah
in 2 Kgs 20. 8-11 and Isa. 38.7-8. According to the fuller account in
2 Kings, the penitent King Hezekiah requests a sign from Isaiah to
confirm that he will not die from his illness after all.' The passages in
2 Kings and Isatah read (respectively) as follows:

8 And Hezekiah said 10 Isaiah, “What shall be a sign thal the Lord will heal
me, and that I shall go vp o the house of the Lord on the third day? 9
And Isaizh said, “This is the sign to you from the Lord, that the Lord will
do the thing that he has promised: shall the shadow go forward? ten steps,
or go back ten steps?’ 10 And Hezekiah answered, ‘I is an easy thing for
the shadow to lengthen ten sieps; rather let the shadow go back ten steps’.
1! Andg Isaiah the prophet cried 10 the Lord: and he brought the shadow
back ten steps by which (the sun)® had declined on the dial* of Ahaz.
(2 Kgs 20.8-11)

1. 2 Kgs 20.8. Isa. 38.22 logically belongs before v. 7 (see. for example,
R.E. Clements, fsaigh 1-39 [NCB; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980}, p. 293 and
compare the position of 2 Kps 20.8).

2. Thewranslation given here fallows the Targum ia understanding Isaiah to have
posed a question to Hezekiah that involved two alternatives. This view, favoured by
most commentators, is strongly suggested by the response of Hezekiah in v, 10.

3. That the verb is feminine suggests that its subject is the sun and not the
shadow (cf. Isa. 38.8); in either casc the meaning is the same.

4. Concerning the translation ‘dial’ here and in Isa. 38.8, the long-standing
debate about whether ma “@lét shoold be rendered ‘steps’ on the basis of the word’s
mezning, or ‘sun dial’ on the basis of the context, has been resolved through the
understanding that the steps of the upper chamber of Ahaz were themselves an
integral part of the means by which time was kept (See later in this discussion.)
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7 This is the sign to you from the Lord, that the Lord will do this thing
which he promised: § Behold, 1 will make to turn backwards by ten steps
the shadow of the steps on which the sun descended on (he steps of the
upper chamber of! Ahaz. And the sun went backwards ten steps on the
dial on which it had descended. (Isa. 38.7-8)

A comparison of these two renditions in the MT with the LXX and
1 QIsa? makes it clear that the text has suffered in transmission.? In
any case, the basic message of the story has always been clear (i.e. that
the prophet gave Isaiah a miraculous sign in which the direction of the
sun was reversed, resulting in the reversal of the sun/shadow on the
‘steps” of a structure attributed to Ahaz),

Within the past thirty years two developments have brought the
original form of the sign into sharper focus. First, the reading of
1 QIsa? of m'lwt Iyt 'Rz, ‘sieps of the upper chamber of Ahaz’, in
Isa. 38.8 has identified the place at which the miracle took place with
the “liyyar ‘ahdz, ‘upper chamber of Ahaz’, mentioned in 2 Kgs 23.12
{on which see later in this study). Secondly, due to this greater clarity
brought by the reading frem I Qlsa?, it is now possible to identify the
method of time-keeping implied by the biblical data with that evident
from a model found in Egypt which also kept time by means of steps
(and which corresponds with the biblical data at many other points as
well).? These two developments have clarified that the ma 'dr "ahaz,

1. Following 1 Qlsa® in which “Iyt, ‘upper chamber’, is placed between m ‘fw!
and "hz. See further 8. Twry, “The Qumran Isaiah and the End of the Dial of Ahaz’,
BASOR 147 {1957), pp. 30-33.

2. For an atternpt at reconstructing the original form of the story, see Iwry,
‘Qumran Isaiah’, pp. 32-33.

3. For a picture of the shadow clock, see R.W, Sloley, 'Primitive Methods of
Measuring Time', JEA 17 (1931), pl. 17.2, 3. 4. The parallel between this shadow
clock and the shadow clock of the upper chamber of Ahaz was noted first by
Y. Yadin, ‘The Dial of Ahaz’, EI 5 (1958), pp. 91-96 (Hebrew). The shadow
clock, a block-shaped piece made of limestone about 15 inches in length, is in the
Cairo Museum. It consists of two flights of steps which are oriented back-to-back (as
if the two sides of an equilaieral triangle had steps for latcral edges) and which belore
converging lead onto a level platform. Walls opposite to the bottom of the steps and
at right angles to them form barriers, the shadow of which during the moming
descends one set of stairs when oriented eastward, and in the afterncon climbs the
opposite sct of steps which face west, As Yadin notes (“The Dial of Ahaz'), this
phenomenon indeed offers a striking parallel to the biblical accounts in which the
shadow (or if cxamined in a different sense, the sun) descends and ascends the steps
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‘steps of Ahaz’, doubled as a sun-dial and were an integral part of the
architecture of the ““fiyyat "ahéiz, ‘upper chamber of Ahaz'.!

Although clarity has been brought to the passage through the
equating of the ‘steps of Ahaz’ with the ‘upper chamber of Ahaz’, a
difficulty still remains. The problem concerns the correspondence
between the reversal of the sun’s direction and its function as a
meaningful ‘sign’ to Hezekiah that Yahweh would cure him of his
illness.? Moreover, although several suggestions have been made
concerning the nature of the correspondence,’ none are particularly
compelling. The thesis of this study, however, effectively resolves the
issue, for when one assumes a direct correspondence between the
action of the sun and the action of Yahweh, the significance of the sun
event as a sign fo the ill Hezekiah is simple and self evident: the
reversal of the direction of the sun indicated to Hezekiah the reversal
of the direction of Yahweh concerning his illness.

In its favour, this interpretation corresponds perfectly with the
significance which the narrative itself attributes to the sign, namely
that it is a sign ‘from Yahweh that Yahweh will do that which he
promised’* (that is, 10 heal Hezekiah and not to aliow him to die as

of the upper chamber of Ahaz. {On problems associatcd with archacological parallcls
ta the ma ot "dhaz offered earlicr by H. Lesétre and E.J. Pilcher, see E. Stern,
‘ma Ot 'ahar’, EncMik 8 [1968], p. 197 [Hebrew).)

1. For diagrams of the structure, see Yadin, 'Dial of Ahaz’, pp. 95-96
(figs. 1-6) or, similarly, Stcrn, *ma?l5t ‘@haz’, pp. 196-97.

2.  As Gray noles especially in light of the other ‘signs’ in Isaiah, one expects
there to be some kind of correspondence berween the sign and that which it allegedly
signifies (Gray, I and IT Kings, p. 699).

3. According to Abarbanel (cited in M. Cogan and H. Tadmor, /7 Kings [AB.
11; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1988], p. 255), the travel of the sun 10 degrees
and its reversal corresponded with the approach of Hezekish towards death and the
reversal of this patiern 0 Hezekiah’s return to life and health for another fifteen
years. Gray (f and /] Kings, pp. 699-700) suggests that a more original form of the
sign might have been rclevant 1o v. 6 in which case the irreversibility of the
shadow’s course was 2 sign of “God’s abiding favour io the house of David’. On the
ather hand, if the sign was rclevant to v. 1, Lhe shadow’s irceversibitity would have
applicd to the certainty of his impending death, in which case Hezekiah's recovery
might then aecount for the tradition of the shadow’s reversal.

4. mée'et yhwh Tler ya'%Seh yhwh et huddabdr hazzeh 'Ser dibbér (Isa, 38.7,
cf. 2 Kgs 20.8}).
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praviously decreed). Morcover, it helps to explain several points of
affinity often noted between this passage and Josh. 10.12-14.!

2 Kings 23.12: Altars on the Upper Chamber of Ahaz. The starting
point for this line of evidence favouring solar elements in the
Yahwism of Hezekiah is 2 Kgs 21.3-5 which reads as follows:

3 And again he [Manasseh| built the high places which Hezekiah his father
had destroyed; and he erected altars for Baal and he made an asherah, as
Ahab king of israel had done. He worshipped the Host of Heaven and
served them, 4 and he built altars in the house of the Lord where Yahweh
had said, ‘In Jerusalem I will set my name’. 5 And he huilt altars for all
the Host of Heaven in the two courts of the House of the Lord.

Regardless of which critical assessment one follows in examining this
passage,? am important point for the present argument remains
unaffected. In reporting the negative cultic reforms of Manasseh
nothing is held back; the account of the vices of Manasseh in the DH is
climactic and relatively comprehensive. Moreover, the report pays
particular attention to Manasseh’s role in erecting altars.’

Turning now to 2 Kgs 23,12, part of the report of the reforms of
Josiah, the passage reads as follows:

1. See, for cxample, Jones, § and 2 Kings, 11, p. 589, Gray, [ and II Kings,
p. 700.

2. One can perhaps do no better a1 present than to follow the assessment of
H.-D. Hofimana (Reform und Reformen [ATANT, 66; Zirich: Theologischer
Verlag, 1980], pp. 157-67), according to whom v. 3 contains four Kultnotizen and
vv. 4 and 5 2 fifth and sixth respectively. Moreover, it is possible to understand the
references 1o the introduction of cultic clements into the wmple itscif in vv. 4-5, and
7, each containing the election formula, as elimaxcs in which the various abominable
practices have actually made their way into the Temple. In both cascs there is before
these passapes (that is, vv. 3 and 7) a description without localization of an implicat-
ing mass of negative cultic ¢lements. (In light of its final position and link with Ahab
[ef. v.3 and | Kgs 16.33], v. 7 is a crucial high point. In menticning Ahab, there
is an intertional link made between him who for his vices was associated with the fall
of the nerthern kingdom and him wheo for similar vices will be judged responsible for
the fall of the southern kingdom.) The report functions both as a negative foil for the
reform report of Josiah and as the rationale for the fall of the southern kingdom, in
effcet a counterpart 1o 2 Kgs 17.

3. Invv. 3-5 there are mentioned altars (plural) for Baal, altars for either Baal
or the host of heaven (v. 4; ¢f. 2 Kgs 23.4} in the Temple, and altars aiso {for "all the
Hast of Heaven® in both Temple courts.
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And the aliars which were upon the roof of upper! chamber of Ahaz
which the kings of Judah had made, and the altars which Manasseh made
in the two courts of the Temple, the king pulled down and smashed them
there,? and discarded their dust in the Kidron Valley.

A problem is posed by the reference to ‘the altars which were upon
the roof of [the] upper chamber of Ahaz which the kings of Judah had
made’. Still on the upper chamber of Ahaz in the time of Josiah, these
altars were not put there by ‘Manasseh’ {mentioned specifically by
name in this verse, but with reference only to ather aliars), but rather
by the ‘kings of Judah’ (plural). Thus, by stating that altars on a
structure attributed 1o Ahaz existed through the reign of several kings
prior to Josiah, the passage implies at least tolerance on the part of
Hezekiah for these ‘pagan’ altars.

None of the traditicnal explanations for the awkwardness
oceasioned by the presence of these altars in the ime of Hezekiah are
particutarly c¢ompelling. For example, many scholars imply that
Hezekiah took down the altars and Manasseh re-erected them, but 1n
view of the concern in DH to highlight the positive aspects of
Hezekiah’s reign and the negative aspects of Manasseh’s, this is an
inference based upon a most unlikely silence.

Another approach might appear to lie in the recognition that “4liyyar
ahdaz, ‘upper chamber of Ahaz’, in 2 Kgs 23.12 is a gloss. But even
before knowledge of the televance of 1 Qlsa?, it was judged ‘even so’
to be ‘a worthy historical gloss’,> and since then all doubt has been
removed.* Moreover, if the phrase is a gloss (which seems likely in

1. The article is omitted before "upper chamber of Akaz’ as a crude means of
conveying a simitar degree of awkwardness occasiened by the presence of the article
on the construct gag. ‘roof”. {The point becomes impoctant later in this study.)

2. Based upon the common cmendation wayy‘rassém §am. (The MT reads
wayyaros mifSam, ‘he ran from there', which makes tittle sense in the context. See
further, Hoffmann, Reform und Reformen, p. 228 n. 26.)

3. LA Monigomery, The Book of Kings {ICC. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark,
1951), p. 533. (Prior to the article of Iwry [*Qumrin Isaiah’]. the reading *“fiyyat in
Isa. 38.8 in 1QIsa® was overlooked.)

4. Even Hoffmann (who is inclincd to doubt that genuine historical traditions
underlie much of the reform reports in DH) regards the reference to the altars of the
upper chamber of Ahaz in 23,12 as a worthy and precisc picce of historical
information (Reform und Reformen, p. 249 n. 163}, (To Hoifmann, one of the
reasons for its inclusion in the DH was in fact to underscore the reliability of the
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view of the awkward presence of the article on the preceding
construct gag, ‘roof’), the tension becomes greater because the
remaining original form of the text would then state that the altars
were simply ‘on the roof’—in this context almost certainly the roof of
the temple itself!

A few scholars have attempted to resolve the problem of the
presence of idolatrous altars in the time of Hezekiah by arguing that
the reference in 2 Kgs 23.12 to the erection of the altars by the ‘kings
of Judah’ refers only to Manasseh and Amon.? While some warrant
for this conclusion might be adduced from an attempt to harmonize
strictly 2 Kgs 21.3 (which mentions the introduction of the Host of
Heaven by Manasseh) with 2 Kgs 23.5 (which implies that the Host of
Heaven were worshipped by pniests appointed by the ‘kings of Judah’),
the suggestion is nonetheless highly unlikely for the fellowing reasons.
(1) According to 2 Kgs 21.21-22, the actions of Amon were virtually
identical to those of Manasseh; it is thus quite improbable that the
distinction made in v. 12 between the actions of ‘Manasseh’ and those
of the ‘kings of Judah’ included in the latter case only Manasseh and
Amon, (2) It would be surprising if so general an expression as the
*kings of Judah® implicated only the Jast two of sixteen kings of Judah.
Surely the reference is at the very least to more than two in which
case, in referring to a structure built by Ahaz, Hezekiah is almost
certainly to be included.

Finally, it is relevant for my point about the seemingly telling

report by means of a precise statement [Reform und Reformen, p. 2491.) Note also
the opinion of Iwry wha says, *The new variant in 1 Qlsa® makes clear reference 1o
the old palace of Ahaz, stiil standing at the time of Hezekiah and surviving, with or
without the altars on the roof, into the time of Josiah® (*Qumrdn Isaiah’, p. 3]
[emphasis mine)}.

1. E. Kaufmann noted this with sufficient dismay to cavse him to simpty
disregard the article and thus retain the gloss as original. To Kaufmann it is certain
that Hezekiah, who removed the brazen serpent from the temple, would not have
allowed altars on the roof of the temple. According to Kaufmann, Hezckizh noncthe-
less tolerated the presence of altars on the roof of the upper chamber of Ahaz because
these were merely for privae royal worship (presumably excluding the worship
practices of Hezekiah himself). {I know of this work of Kaufmann only through
reference to it by Iwry, 'Qumrin [saiah', p. 31 n. %)

2. Sece, for example, Cogan, Imperialism and Religion, p. 87 n. 125 and
others (by implication) who attribute to Manasseh this rite and that of dedication of
the horses of the sun (also an act of the ‘kings of Judah').
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presence of these altars during the reign of Hezekiah to clarify that the
altars were more likely for the Host of Heaven, including probably
Yahweh as the sun, than for some other deity. Thus, although there is
some precedent for El, Baal and Kemosh receiving offerings from on
top of structures, the parallels cited in favour of such are quite
general and there is no particular reason to believe that the passage in
question alludes to any of these deities.! Moreover, there is no deity
more likely to have received offerings from a roof-top structure than
a member of the starry host such as the sun. McKay makes this point
as follows:

It has often been thought that the structure [that is, the roof-top altar of
Ahaz] was erected for the worship of astral deities, This suggestion is
entirely possible, for the roof-lop was particularly suited to worship in the
presence of the stars in Mesopotamia and to worship of the Host of
Heaven in Palestine (Jer. 19.13; Zeph. 1.5), while the chamber itself was
the scene of an extraordinary solar event (II Kings 20.8-11; Isa. 38.7-
8)... The Nabataeans also appear 1o have used the roof-1op as a place for
erecting altars for the daily offering of libations and incense to the Sun?

A few additional considerations favour the option that the altars were
for the Host of Heaven including perhaps Yahweh as the sun. First,
that DH here implicates Hezekiah with respect to these altars and
nonetheless praises him elsewhere suggests that there must have been
some kind of ambiguity about the validity of the altars. This
ambiguity of course corresponds very well with that noied already in
this study concerning the validity of Yahwistic regard for the Host of
Heaven and for Yahweh as sun (probably as chief of the heavenly
host). Secondly, the reference to the altars on the roof comes between
the reference to the removal of solar-cult apparatus from the temple
and the reference to altars made by Manasseh in the two courts of the
temple (presumably for the Host of Heaven). It is reasonable to

1. For parallels in cach case, see McKay, Religion in Judah, pp. 9-10, and on
the option regarding the Host of Heaven, of. Religion in Judah, pp. 31-32. The
parallels citcd by McKay in the case of E! and Baal (to whom Kerel in the Ugaritic
texts offered sacrifices from on top of a tower) are indeed general. Marcover, despite
possible parallels, it is doubtful that a subtle allusion 10 the worship of Baal or
Kemash stands behind the reference to altars on the upper chamber of Ahaz, because
explicit reference 13 made 10 Baa) and Kemosh in a diffcrent context within the same
refarm repori (respectively, 2 Kgs 23.5 and 13),

2. McKay, Religion in Judah, pp. 9-10.
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assume from this context' then that the roof-top altars were for the
Host of Heaven including presumably the sun as a manifestation of
Yahweh.

To canclude, the texiwal evidence in favour of the notion that
Hezekiah worshipped Yahweh as the sun is as follows: (1) the solar
nature of the sign from Yahweh to Hezekiah (and intelligible tc him),
given on a built-in sun dial atop the roof of Ahaz’s upper chamber,
and (2) the presence during the reign of Hezekiah of altars 1o the Host
of Heaven {or its chief member, the sun) on this same structure; having
escaped his purge (but not Josiah’s), the altars imply Hezekiah's
sympathies with this aspect of Yahwism. When this evidence is
combined with the archaeological evidence for Hezekiah's choice of a
solar symbei as the royal emblem of his kingdom, it may be judged as
distinctly possible that Hezekiah had a solar understanding of Yahweh
{along with a regard for Yahweh’s Host of Heaven).

b. Tensions Suggesiive of a Yahwistic Host of Heaven

If the thesis of this book is correct that the worship of the sun and
Host of Heaven was a Yahwistic phenomenon, it shouid be possible ta
detect points of tension within DH between the worship of the Host of
Heaven (including the sun} as Yahwistic on the onc hand and as
idotatrous on the other hand. The following passages illustrate the
clear presence of this tension (which can best be resolved by regard-
ing the worship of the Host of Heaven as a Yahwistic phenomenon that
carme to be viewed with contemnpt within Deuteronomistic circies).

2 Kings 21.4. This verse has already been noted together with vv. 3
and 3 for its comprehensive listing of the various altars built by
Manasseh. Here, however, the focus is on the altars mentioned in v. 4:

And he [Manassch] built altars in the house of the Lord conceming which
the Lotd had said, ‘In Jerusalern I will place my name'.

There is a tension here concerning the one for whom the altars were
made. On the one hand, the altars seem clearly to have been erected
for the Host of Heaven; both the immediately preceding context which
refers to Manasseh’s worship of the Host of Heaven {(v. 3) and the

1. Allhough suggestive, this last peint should rot be pressed because of the
individualistic nature of the listing of Kufmotizen.
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following context which refers to ‘altars to the Host of Heaven in the
two courts of the Lord’ (v. 5} leave virtually no room for doubt that
DH wants the reader to identify the altars with the heavenly host.!

On the other hand. DH leaves a number of clues to the effect that
the ‘pagan’ altars were Yahwistic nonetheless. The clues, three in
number and derived from consideration of the verse within its
broader context, are as follows. (1) There is no specific mention in
v. 4 of the one for whom the altars were built, quite wncharacteristic
for these reform reports.? (2} No reference is made to the removal of
these altars by Josiah (or anyone else), virtually inconceivable if they
were non-Yahwistic altars within the temple of Yahweh. (3} A point
retated to the previous onc but viewed from a litcrary rather than a
historical perspective, the lack of reference to Josiah’s removal of
these altars runs counter to a paltern according to which specific cultic
reforms normally have a counterpart in the reform of another king.?
Thus, although Hoffmann attempts to gloss over the exception here by
including 21.4 in the clear reflex between the negative cult reform of
Manasseh in 21.5 and the positive counter reform of Josiah in 23.12,
neither 23,12 nor Hoffmann in his discussion of it makes any allusion
at all to the ‘negative’ reform of Manasseh in 21.4. For some reason,
then, what is traditionally regarded as a case of ‘foreign’ intrusion
inte the temple of Yahweh was ignored. The problem of course

I.  Ttshould be noted that some wonder if 21.4 might refer to the mplements of
Baal. This judgment is made on the prounds that there is no reflex in the reign of
Manasseh 10 the relerence to implemenis belonging 1o Baal being removed from the
temple. However, unlcss ong insists on a clear counicrpart specifically in the reign of
Manasseh 1o that feund in 23,4, there is no reason to expect Lhis 10 be the case,
Besides, can an altar be classed as a ‘vessel™? In any case, it is clear that there is
room for uncertainty abount the one{s) for whom the altars were made, an ambiguity
that [ belicve was intentional.

2. That failure to divulge the name of the deity is not an insignificant technicality
is not only suggested by the practice of DH elsewhere to specify the deity but
perhaps also by the likelihood that, were the deily pagan, the same history would not
pass vp the opportunity to state such in the case of Manasseh, particularly in the
highly offensive case of erecting altars in the wemple itself.

3. Sincc Hoffmann bases his understanding that the Kultnotizen are a literary
device devoid of historical reference on the fact that they have clear reflexes in the
descriptions of the reform reports of other kings, the absence of a reflex in the case
of 21.4 speaks for the hisiorical veracity of at least this Kuftnotiz (a criterion
Hoffmann himsclf uses for sthe historical veracity of 2 Kgs 23.11 for example).
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disappears if the altars are Yahwistic but nonetheless ‘idolatrous’ from
the Deuteronomistic perspective. As in the case of the solar-Yahwistic
bronze altar in the time of Solomon, here, too, DH uses kid gloves
with reference to the erection of an altar in the area of the temple
concerning which the Lord has said, ‘in Jerusalem I will place my
name’.!

2 Kings 23.5. This verse offers additional support for the tension
between the worship of the sun and other members of the Host of
Heaven as idolatrous on the one hand and as Yahwistic on the other
hand:

5 And he [Josiah] reticed the idolatrous priests (K marim) whom the kings
of Judah had dedicated 1o burn incense? at the high places in the towns of
Judgah and the environs of Jerusalem, thase who burned incense 1o Baal,
1o the sun, and to the moon and to all the Host of Heaven.

Schotars are divided about whether the priests referred to here are
Yahwistic as the Judaean setting suggests or ‘idolatrous’ as the force of
the word kfmdrim, ‘idolatrous priests’, suggests.® For the present
purposes the ambiguity itself is as relevant as the debate,® into which
one further option may be added: the priests who were worshipping
Baal,’ the sun, moon and stars were both Yahwistic and ‘idclatrous’.

}.  In both cases, there is aposiasy when the worship cffered on these altars is
directed Lo the heavens rather than to Yahweh of Flosts who resides in ‘name/glory’
in the wmple.

2. The MT reads wayy“qatter, 'and he burned incense’.

3. THlustrative aspecls of the debate are as follows, Many scholars regard il as
doubtful that ¥marim is likely a2 reference to Yahwistic priests, On the basis of his
own examination of ¢the meaning of Akkadian kumru kumrit, Spicckermann (Juda
unter Assur, pp. 85-86) argues that the word was a designation for priests collabor-
ating with the Assyrians. In response, hawever. Wiirthwein (Biicher der Konige,
p. 456) wonders if these pricsts, according to Spicckermann, based in Jerusalem
(7}, would have been present in Jerusalem even during a period of Assyrian decline.
In responding further 1o Spicckermann, Wirthwein also wonders if 1t is likely that
these priests could have been installed by the kings of Judah and appeinted to the
high places, a point which which may be raised in response 10 those who regard the
i mdrim as ‘foreign priesis’,

4. A similar ambiguity has been noted by Hoffmann (Reform und Reformen,
p. 214) with respect to the high places in v. 5: Are they Yahwistic or foreign?

5. The rclationship between Baal and Yahweh is beyond the scope of the present
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2 Kings 23.12 {cf. 21.5). An element of the positive reform report of
Josiah in 2 Kgs 23,12 reveals a simnilar tension when compared with
its negative reflex in the reform of Manasseh, 2 Kgs 21.5. As
Hoffmann has noted, the account in 23.12 of Josiah's removal of the
altars from the two courts of the Lord erccted by Manassch is the
same as the original report in 21.5 of the erection of these altars, with
onc exception: 23,12 fails to specify that the altars were for the Host
of Heaven.! According to Hoffmann the reason for the omission of the
purpose of the altars from 23.12 is that their purpose was self-evident
in light of 21.5,2 hut this appears o apply cnly in the case of a very
cateful reader; this reflex of 21.5 in 23.12 occurs two chapters later
and in a context in which no mention whatsoever is made of the Host
of Heaven. Perhaps more plausible then is another explanation: as with
the mention in the same immediate context of other items also being
removed from the sensitive area of the temple complex itself, the
writer is being intentionally ambiguous about the fact that they are
Yahwistic.®

To summarize, the tensions reflected in all threc passages noted
above point in the same direction as other elements in this study,
towards the conclusion that the worship of the Host of Heaven was a
Yahwistic phenomenon which DH considered nonetheless to be an
‘idolatrous’ act. In seeking to understand why Deuteronomistic
theclogy would interpret a Yahwistic practice as idol worship akin to
the Amorites, it is important to emphasize that the mere notion of an
association between Host of Heaven and Yahweh appears to be
condemned no more outrightly prior to the reign of Josiah than the
notion of some kind of association between Yahweh and the sun. In
my judgment, Deuteronomistic theology’s quarrel is not with the
notion of Yahweh's entourage as the heavenly Host? or with Yahweh

discussion. [ see no reason to doubt, however, that the relationship between Yahweh
and Baal, like that between Yahweh and the sun, is closer than has traditicnally becn
thought. (For a recent discussion, see Smith, Early Histary of God, pp. 41-79.)

1. Hoifmann, Reform und Reformen, p. 164,

2. Hoffmann, Reform und Reformen, p. 164.

3. Besides, by omitting reference to the Host of Heaven with respect 1o the
altars of Manasseh in v, 12b, DH is covering tracks that lead straight 1o the Host of
Heaven {or the chicf member thereof) with reference to the altars on the roof of the
upper chamber of Abaz during the reign of Hezckiah in v. 12a.

4. Cf 1 Kgs 22.19; Judg. 5.20,



176 Yahweh and the Sun

himself as the sun, but with the practice of directing one’s worship
specifically toward these objects (at which time they become akin to
the ‘idols’ of the nations whom Yahweh displaced from the land}. The
fact that these astral bodies were not made with human hands and thus
fell outside the limits of the second commandment no doubt
contributed to the widespread notion that the sun, moon and stars
were legitimate symbols or tangible manifestations of Yahweh and his
heavenly army (which DH does not oppose)—after all, was it not
Yabweh himself who created these stellar objects which in times past
had actually acted on Israel’s behalf? In Deuteronomistic circles,
however, the role of these objects as Yahwistic symbols or icons did
not legitimate the actual worship of these objects.

2 Kings 23.11. This verse, the most explicit account in DH of the
worship of the sun, merits close examination. The MT of 2 Kgs 23.11
15 as follows:

11 And he removed! the horses which the kings of Judah had dedicated 10
the sun [rom the cntrance? of the House of the Lord, by the chamber of
Nathan-Melech the official, within the staas, and the chariots of the sun he
burned with fire.

Most of the relevant discussions arising from this passage centre on
two issues; (1) the origin of the cult associated with the horses® and

1. The verb 3bf in the hiphit is often rendered in contexts of idolatry “put an end
to", but in most of these cases that which is done away with bears the prefix min.
The present verse paraliels closely Exod. 12.15 and Isa. 30.11, both of which
provide clear support for translating Aifbir here in the sense of ‘remove’. (Cf. aiso
2 Kgs 23.5 where ‘put an end 10° would be harsh action in the case of the priests.)

2. The vocalization of the MT, mibbe’, *from cntering’, 1s virtually impossible
in its present context, Could this vocalization have arsen from a variant tradition in
which the singular referent was the sun? This is pure speculation, but such is perhaps
suggesied hy the common use of the verb bw' in connection with the sun. Perhaps a
variant had Josiah keeping the sun from either ‘entering’ the lemple or from ‘setting’
at the temple (locative adverbial accusative) in the arca of the li5kd in the parwarim
which some evidence suppests was located at the western side of the temple
(concerning which, however, see later in this discussion). (See also the preceding
not: in which attention is deawn to the vse of min with 3b1.)

3. The reference simply to ‘horses’ offers no reason to believe that they were
other than litcral horses; the same applics in the case of the charot(s} which arc said
to have been burned (technically not possible in the case of clay chariots). Even if the
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chariots of the sun, and (2) topographic uncertainties arising from the
use of terms no longer well understood.

Concerning the first issue, there has arisen in the wake of the recent
work of Spieckermann' a revival of the view that the horses and
chariots of the sun reflect the imposition by Assyria of her own cuit
practices.?

To evaluate, although some aspects of official religion in Judah at
the time of Assyrian domination might have been concessionary
towards Assyrian practice (in light of Spieckermann’s work, the
matter deserves reconsideration), in light of evidence adduced thus far
about a Yahwistic rite involving the use of horses and chariots of the
sun, the cultic practice reflected in 2 Kgs 23.11 is far from a showcase
example of the presence of Assyrian influence.’ The Taanach cult
stand provides warrant for suggesting that a Yahwistic rite involving
horse and chartol was in vogue within the context of a temple from as
carly as the time of the founding of the temple itself, in which case its
introducton into the temple obviously had nothing to do with the

clay horse figurines examined in the previous chapter were relevant 1o 2 Kgs 23.11,
it would not follow [rom this that horses which these figurines model were
themselves figurines. Moreover, though made of clay, the equid on the top tier of the
Taanach cult stand appears to reprosent a live animal and not a Ggurine. (If the equid
on the Taanach stand were a figure of a figure, it is doubtful that the fatter would
have been able to stand vp. The animal is depicted as running freely outside the
temple entrance.}

1. Spieckermann, Juda unter Assur, pp. 245-56. According to Spieckermann,
the chariots mentioned in 2 Kgs 23.11 could have been linked originally either to a
cult of Ashur or of Shamash. Ie is inclined 10 favour the former option.

2. Note. for example, Wirthwein (Die Bicher der Kanige 1, p. 45%) who
un¢guivocally staics that the cult apparatus was for Shamash. Note also Cogan and
Tadmor, I Kings, p. 288,

3. Spieckermann, Juda unter Assur, pp. 107- 109, 238, 245-56. Spieckermann
draws particular atlention 10 KAR 218, an oracle text occasioned hy the giving over
by a donor of a harsc for the purpose of drawing the processional chariot of Marduk
(Juda unter Assur, pp. 245-51), 2 Kgs 23.11 can thus be accounted for on the
grounds that a horse was similarly given over to Shamash, something which
Spieckermann regards as plausible an accouat of the growing importance in the
seventh century BCE of Shamash as an oracular deity and iconographic evidence
(including perhaps the horse figurines found by Kenyon) which associates the horse
with the solar deity (Juda unter Assur, p. 251).
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imposition of Assyrian cult practices upon Judah.! The Taanach cult
stand with horse and sun located at the entrance 10 a Yahwistic shrine
(together with a griffin, known to draw the chariot of the sun god)
and Hazor horse figurine with a sun disk offer perfectly plausible
native parallels to 2 Kgs 23.11 which are more direct than the
Assyrian counterparts proposed by Spieckermann.? Moreover, if it is
a reference to Shamash, then ‘the sun’ (ha¥leme$) should be
anarthrous in 2 Kgs 23.11. Of course the article is easy to account for
on the understanding that cultic practice was associated with ‘the sun’
which up to this time had functioned in royal Jerusalemite circles as a
symbol of the deity for whom the temple was built, namely Yahweh.
The problem of the reference to the sun horses and chariot(s) being
erected by ‘the kings of Judah™ {plural) parallels the difficulty noted
already in the discussion of altars. Unless the rite of the sun horses
was intreduced by Manasseh and Amon (already shown to be most
unlikely), the problem arises as to why Hezekiah did not do away with
the practice, The difficulty is considerable for those who would see
here a practice concessionary to the Assyrians, for the rebellious
Hezekiah would almost certainly have done away with such an official
sign of subservience to Assyria.* If, however, one assumes that the
practice reflects a form of Yahwism that was in accordance with royal

1. Moreqver, although it might be that considerable development in the under-
standing of these solar cult features teok place (to the cxtent that the cult as practiced
in the time of Josiah might have fallen under strong Assyrian influcnce), the similar-
ity between the portraits of this enlic phenomenon in the tenth and seventh centuries
appears to offer little evidence for such development

2. Neither is 11 relevant to discuss the ofien cited possible parallel between the
chariot(s) mentioned in this verse and the Assyrian title of the sun god, rakib
narkabti, ‘rider of the chariot” (sce, Tor example, Gray, f and IT Kings, p. 736). The
relevance of the reference has been called into question by McKay (Religion in
Judah, p. 32) already on the grounds that the phenomenon of the deity nding simply
a chariot is not unique to the sun god but is characteristic of most of the gods of
Assyria.

3. On the unlikelihood of ‘kings of Judah® referring only to Manasseh and
Amon (so, for example, Cogan, Imperialism and Religion, p. 87 n. 125) sce the
earlier discussion of the 'kings of Judah' with reference to v. 12, It is again
surprising that, in spite of the reference to the dedication of the horses by the ‘kings’
{plural, v. 11} as opposed to ‘Manasseh’ (singular, v. 12b), many scholars attribute
the dedication of the horses to Manasseh,

4. Sama, ‘Femes’, p. 188,
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Jerusalemite theclogy and at least tolerated by Deuteronomistic
theology prior o the tme of Josiah, then there is no reason to expect
its removal prior to Josiah’s reform, as indeed the text strongly
implies.’

Concerning the second matter of the terms for places referred te in
2 Kgs 23.11, it should be recalled at the outset that the possibility
exists that at least in some cases the description of places within
the temple reflects the sitation of the post-exilic temple.? The phrase
‘el li%at nftan-melek hassaris "@3er bapparwdrim, ‘atfnear the
chamber of Nathan-melech the chamberlain which was in the stoas’,
poses a number of problems. The word sarfs can mean a eunuch or
chamberlain (usually chamberlains were eunuchs)® or an official, in
which case it can refer to one of high rank* within the military or to
one who perfarms menial tasks within the royal court.’ In either case,
some connection with the royal house (as opposed to the priesthood) is
probable in the case of Nathan-melech. Unfortunately, the preposition
'el makes it impossible to know whether the horses were kept ‘at’ the
chamber of this official (which implies his involvement} or whether
they were simply ‘near’ his chamber (in which case nothing can be
inferred about his possible involvement).

Also problematic is the biblical hapax legomenon parwarim.
Leaving aside for the moment the issue of the etymology of the word
{which may not be relevant to usage in any case), there are two

1. Asnoted, the clairn that Hezekiah might have eliminated the horses of the sun
and Manasseh re-crected them is unlikely in light of DH which laeds Hezekiah for all
worthy acts and which accuses Manasseh of a host of vices.

2. For example, the mention of two lemple courts in v. 12 is often thought to be
influenced by Ezekicl and the post-exilic temple.

3. F.F Bruce, ‘Chamberlain’, NBD, p. 182

4. Cf., for cxample, 2 Kgs 25,19,

5. Cf 1Kgs229

6. Though not to the present condext, it is relevant ta (he general thesis of this
book to note in passing that at a lawr period Judaism knew of two kinds of eunuchs:
the sérfs *Gddm "Eunuch of man’, which indicatcd a man-made eunuch, and the saris
hammd, ‘Bunuch of the sun’, which denoted one born that way (m. Zab. 2.1).
Although Marcus Jastrow (A Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and
Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Literature [Brooklyn, NY: Traditional Press, n.d.],
p. 476) explains the second category as ‘a eunuch from the time of seeing the sun’,
its counterpart "Eunuch of man’, appears to welcome the interpretation ‘Eunuch of
God (that is, hanvnd, *sun’) (emphasis mine).
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possible affinities to parwdrim within Hebrew and with reference to
temple architecture. The first is the singnlar word perbar found both
in 1 Chron. 26.18 and in the Temple Scroll.! In both of these texts,
parbar refers to a structure lying to the west of the temple. Moreover,
if one assumes in the former case of | Chron. 26.18 an association
with the structure mentioned in Ezek. 41,12, as is probable,? then in
both texts the parbdr refers more specifically to a large building lying
immediately to the west of the hékd! of the temple.’

The second possible affinity to parwdrim occurs in connection with
another kind of structure mentioned in the Temple Scroll. In columns
42 and 37 the term is used to refer to structures along the inside of the
walls of the outer courts and inner courts respectively, Yadin says the
following concerning these parwdarim:

The fullest treatment of the prwr is given in Col. XLII, where the outer
court and its chambers and rooms are discussed. These siructures, which
adjoin the inner side of the outer court wall, have three storeys. Each
storey has chambers, rooms and prwrym facing the center of the court.
The prwrym are thus buildings that open towards the court, that is 1o say,
stoas of a kind. They have starrhouses with spiral staircases, which
allowed access 1o the upper storeys®. .. Col. XXX VII, which deals with
the inner court, mentions an inner stoa near its outer wall. The tables and
places for the animal sacrifices of the priests are found in this stoa?

1. The word occurs also in line 3 of the bilingual Lydian-Aramaic funcrary
inscription, KAF 260. (Donner and Rollig translate the term ‘vestibule’ [Vorraum].)

2.  Bee the discussion of Ezekiel earlier in this chapter and in Y. Yadin (ed.),
The Temple Scroll (3 vols; Jerusalem: Isracl Exploration Society, 1983 [Hebrew,
1977]), I, p. 236.

3. Yadin, Temple Scroli, I, p. 236. According to col. 35.8-15 of the Tempie
Scroll, the parbdr lying to the west of the hfkal was for the sin offerings of the
priests and the guilt offerings of the people. The area around the parbdr (along with
the areas around the kékal, altar and laver) was to be "holy of holies for ever’. The
parbar was a building of free-standing columns and separated into two areas to
separate the offerings of the priests from the people, (See Yadin, Temple Scrolf, 11,
PP- 149-51.} One should expect quite naturally that the description of the temple of
Ezekiel has influenced the Temple Scroll; see, for example, Yadin, Temple Scrofl, 1,
p- 236,

4. Interestingly, in the lines which follow this account (that is, col. 42.10-17),
the text makes it clear that there was access from the third storey onto the roof of the
third storey and that on it booths were erected for the annual celebration of the Feast of
Booths; cf. Yadin, Temple Scroll, I, pp. 179-8C and the further references cited there.

5. Yadin, Temple Screfl, 1, p. 237.
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To evaluate these two clues to the meaning of parwdrim in 2 Kgs
23,11, the latter option of an association with the stoas mentioned in
connection with these inner and outer courts of the temple scroll
should be favoured over a direct link with the western parbar
referred to in both 1 Chron. 26.18 and the Temple Scroil. First,
although it may be coincidental, only the singular form of the nour is
used with reference to the parbar behind the teruple.! Secondly,
‘chambers’ (n¥wt) are found in association with both the parwarim
in the Temple Scroll and in 2 Kgs 23.11.2 And thirdly and most
importantly, it is extrernely difficult to reconcile the western location
of the parbdr with that of the chamber and parwdrim near the
entrance to the House of the Lord in 2 Kgs 23.11.°

Applying this judgment to 2 Kgs 23.11, which concemns the first
temple (but which perhaps conveys some notions associated more
closely with the second), since mention is made of priestly H#o61,
‘chambers’, which would ne doubt have lain within the courtyard of
the Solomonic temple,* it is legical to conclude that Nathan-melech
had a chamber within the courtyard. This chamber was no doubt
within the ‘inner court’ and not far from the entrance to the House of
the Lord. Morcover, although there is no detailed description of the
construction of the inner court of the first temple® (‘inner’ at least

1. The use of the noun in the singular in the Temple Scroll should not be taken
as separate evidence in addilion to the descriptions of a western building and parbar
(both singular) in Ezek. 41,12 and 1 Chron. 26.18, both of which may have
influenced the description in the Temple Scroll.

2, Again, however, influcnee from 2 Kgs 23,11 on the description of the
chambers, rooms and sioas is prohable.

3, Ewven if one follows the vocalization of mb' in the MT {which makes no
sense) the chamber and stoas arc still ncar a point of ‘cniering” the temple.
Hoffmann's suggestion that "ef fiskat nftan melek & parwarim should not be under-
stood as a place ‘near” the entrance to the temple where the horses of the sun were,
but the place ‘o’ which these horses were removed would alleviate the tension, but if
this were the correct sense we should expect "‘from” the entrance of the House of the
Lord “10” the chamber of Nathan-melech’ to be expressed by the combination of
prepositions min and ‘ad respectively. (See, for example, BDE, p. 583 {§9.1]). The
closest parallel involving the hiphif of 5t is Ps. 46.10a [9al, ma3bit mithandt ‘ad
§°s&h ha'ares, ‘He puts an end to wars to the cnd of the earth’, which uses ‘ad.)

4. 1 Chron. 9.26-27, 33.

5. 'The only indication is 1 Kgs 6.36 according to whick the inner court
contzincd three rows of hewn stone and a single row of cedar beams.
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relative to the ‘great court’ if not to an ‘outer court’, generally
regarded to be a later retrojection),' the rotion of chambers within
the wall of the inner court is at least as early as the time of Ezekiel.? It
is probably in such an area that the parwarim were located, at least to
judge from the Temple Scroll which locates such structures within a
wall of an inner court.

A few more details are worth noting regarding the location of the
horses of the sun. Fitst, being near the entrance to the temple (or
perhaps more technically correct, the entrance to the inner court of
the temple), the horses perhaps stood to the east of the temple where
they may have thus been associated with a Yahwistic solar ritual
involving the rising sun.* Secondly, assuming that the reference in
2 Kgs 23.11 to the ‘chamber’ and ‘stoas’ had a signal that went
beyond mere location, it is striking that in the Temple Screll a
characteristic usage of the pillars in the western parbdr (the
description of which Yadin did not wish to separate entirely from that
of the ‘stoas’ in the inner court)* was for tying animals. If pillared (as
Yadin assumes in the case of both the parwarim west of the temple
and within the court walls), the parwarim in 2 Kgs 23.11 were
probably places in which (live) horses were tethered. Were these
animals also tied in preparation for sacrifice?’

Finally, that the plural form of the noun is found in the Temple
Scroll only with reference to a description of multi-storeyed stoas is
suggestive perhaps of some connection between the horses dedicated to
the sun in 2 Kgs 23.11 and rites possibly associated with the (multi-
storeyed?) parwarim.®

1. For discussions, see T.W. Davies, ‘Temple', HDB, IV, pp. 695, 702;
S. Westerholm, ‘Temple’, ISBE, IV, p. 762.

2. Davies, ‘'Temple’, p. 704, fig. 5.

3. Might this explain the naming of an eastern gate of the temple the ‘Horse
Gate'? Cf. Jer. 31.40, Neh. 3.28. For possible implications, see Morgenstern,
‘Giates of Righteousness’, pp. 19-21, n, 42,

4. Yadin, Tempie Scroll, 1, p. 235

5. This would seemn more likely if Wathan-melech were a priest; his ties with the
royal court as a (military?) official/chamberlain suggest another function.

6. The ‘chambers’ within the temple itself were clearly multi-storeyed and
contained stairways which perhaps provided access 10 the roof of the templg itself,



3. Biblical Evidence 183

¢. The Worship of the Sun and Heavenly Host during the Reigns of
Hezekiah and Josiah

There can be no doubt that the reforms of Josiah were far more
extensive in their purging of solar and astral elements from the cult of
Yahweh than those of any of his predecessors, including Hezekiah. But
was his opposition to solar and astral Yahwism complete, or was it
limited only to certain practices related to the notion of Yahweh as
sun and his entourage as Host of Heaven? The present evidence offers
little support for the former. Rather, the actions of Josiah are similar
to those of Hezekiah; both defined apostasy primarily in terms of
iconism, and the iconoclasm of both extended even to ancient
Yahwistic icons such as the bronze serpent and the asherah. However,
whereas Josiah’s aniconic bent included objection to the worship of
objects which Yahweh himself had made (that is, the sun, moon and
stars), Hezekiah's evidently did not go this far, reaching its climax
rather with the smashing of a Yahwistic icon made by a human (no
less than Moses himself!)! In the interests of writing both a credible
history and a partisan theological document in which opposition to the
worship of the Host of Heaven is made clear, DH is content to live
with a tension between points at which Hezekiah’s worship of the Host
of Heaven (including the sun as Yahweh) can be readily inferred® on
the one hand and its own positive assessment of Hezekiah on the other
hand.?

At the level of the final form of the text a relatively more consistent
picture nonetheless emerges, one of oppesition not so much te the sun
or Host of Heaven as symbeols of Yahweh and his entourage, but rather
of opposition to the actual worship of these objects.

I. 2Kgs 184,

2. The report of Hezckiah's reforms include no mention of opposition to the
worship of the Hest of Heaven. In telling of reforms carried out by Josiah, 2 Kgs
23.5, 11-12 tell cqually of reforms not carvied out by Tezekiah. (See also the
passages discussed earlier in this seetion.}

3. The problem ariscs why Hezekiah received a positive report despite his
apparent sympathy with the worship of Yzhweh and his Host as sun and stars. The
solution exiends beyond the scope of this discussion but includes no doubt probabil-
ity of an earlier form of the OH dating w the ume of Hezekiah and development in
Decutcronomistic theology.
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Sun Worship in the Prophets

There are numerous passage in the latter prophets which aliude to the
sun in such a way as to raise the issue of its relationship with
Yahwism, The major passages will be examined.

Isaiah 1-39
The possibility of a relationship between the prophet Isaiah and solar
Yahwism has already been raised indirectly with reference to royal
Jerusalemite theclogy in general and with 1sa. 38.7-8/2 Kgs 20.8-11 in
particular. Moreover, there is little within the corpus of Isaiah 1-39
that appears to be inconsistent with a notion that solar dimensions
formed a part of the royal theological perspective of the prophet. In
view of this only two passages will be considered: Isa. 2.7 which,
according to at least one schelar, condemns a solar cult involving
horses and chariots; and Isa. 19.18 which, as will be argued, dubs a
city of Yahweh worshippers ‘city of the sun’.

Beginning with Isa. 2.7, G. Pettinato has argued that the horses and
chariots referred to within the following context are cultic, associated
most likely with a solar cult to which the prophet is opposed:!

6 For thou hast rejected thy people,

the house of Jacob,

because they are full of diviners (rom Lhe easl
and of soothsayers like the Philistines,

and they strike hands with foreigners.

7 Their land is filled with silver and gold,
and there is no end to their treasures;

thewr land is iiled with horses,

and there 15 no end 10 their chariots.

8 Their land is filled with idols;

they bow to the work of their hands,

1o what their own hands have made. (RSV)

It is rot clear how to interpret the reference to horses and chariots in
v. 7. Although the general context is one of idolatry, the immediately
preceding context which refers to silver, gold and 'os°ror (‘treasures’,
‘storehouses’ or the like) suggests to most commentators that the

1. G. Pettinato, ‘Is. 2.7 & il culto del sole in Giuda nel sec. VI av. Cr.",
OrAnt 4 {1965), pp. [-30,
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horses and chariots must refer here to caravans bearing the afore-
mentioned wealth.!

Pettinalo circumvents the apparently awkward presence of a refer-
ence to material wealth within a context of idolatry by noting that
‘silver’ and ‘geld’ might refer here to the material from which idols
were often made? and the horses and chariots to a solar cult. In
support of a selar interpretation for the horses and chariots, Pettinato
cites 2 Kgs 23.11, figurines of horses and chariots found in archae-
ological contexts, and Mic. 5.9-14 which similarly refers to horses
and chariots in a judgment against idolatry:

9 I will destroy the horses in your midst
And wrcek your chariots.

10 I will destroy the cities of your land

And demolish all your fortresses.

11 | will desiroy the sorcery you practice,
And you shall have no moere soothsayers.
12 1 will destroy your idols

And the sacred pillars in your midst;

And no more shall you how down

To the work of your hands.

13 T will (ear down the sacred posts in your midst
And destroy your cilies.

14 In anger and wrath

Will T wreak retribution

(n the nations that have not obeyed. (JPSV)

To cvaloate this passage (and here too, for the sake of convenience,
this passage from Micah), Pettinato’s case is worthy of more attention
than it has often received.® It nonetheless rivals other more plausible
interpretations. In the case of Mic. 5.9, for example, a majority of
scholars interpret the horse and chariots as military? and receive

I. See, for example. Clements, fsaiah -39, p. 44, In light of the context,
Clements considers the merchandise to include idolatrous items.

2. Pettinato (‘ls. 2, 7°, pp. 23-24) mentions, for example, Exod. 20.23, Deut.
7.25, 29.16-17, Isa. 46.6, Jer. 10.3-4, Ezek. 16.17, Hos. 8.4, all of which clearly
support his case.

3. One is bard pressed to (ind mention of the article of Pettinato in mast English
commaentaries.

4. See, for example, ).L. Mays, Micah (OTL.; Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
1976), pp. 124, 126; L.C. Allen, The Books of Joel, Obadiah, Jonah and Micah
(NICOT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1976), p. 357.
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support from the context of the following verse mentioning the
destruction of cities and fortresses. In the case of Isa. 2.7, its virtues
notwithstanding, Pettinato’s argument is weakest at the point of his
attempt to deal with the term '&s°rdr, ‘treasures’ for which his alter-
native ‘jewellery box’ or the like, in which the idols of silver and gold
were perhaps stored, does not seem likely.! These considerations make
it highly uncertain that the horses and chariots of v. 7 refer to the
apparatus of a solar cult. Thus, although the problem of the
relationship of Isa. 2.7 to its context remains, this single verse cannot
be used as a clear case against possible sympathies with royal
Jerusalemite solar Yahwism on the part of Isaiah.

Turning now to Isa. 19.18 which seemingly supports the notion of
solar Yahwism, though perhaps at a later period,” the passage reads as
follows in the RSV.

In that day there will be five cities in the land of Egypt which speak the
language of Canaan and swear allegiance to the Lord of hosts. One of
these will be called the City of the Sun.

Two aspects of this verse are relevant for the present purposes’: a
textual problem relating to the name of the Egyptian city of Yahweh-
worshippers, and the meaning of that name within the context of this

1. Pettinato, ‘Is. 2,7°, pp. 24-25. In support of his meaning ‘serigne’,
Pettinato cites Deut. 32.34, archaeological evidence from synagogues {including the
one at Beth Alpha) in which a box contains the law, and from Beth-shan in which
items including three gods were found in 2 model of a similar kind of box. However,
the word 'gsrdt occurs in 2 Kgs 20,13 (=1Isa. 39.2) and refers there to
‘storchouscs’ in which wers kept silver and gold, ¢learly material wealth.

2, The passage is generally regarded as late on the grounds that it seems
conscious of the establishment of Jewish colonies in the period of the diaspora (most
notably Leontopolis in the nome of Heliopolis and where the Zadokite priest Onias
erected a temple). For an evaluation critical of this interpretation, however, see later
in this section.

3. Acase for the relevance of this verse vis-2-vis sclar Yahwism has been made
already by Suihli (Sofare Elemente, p. 45), who nonetheless follows a very different
line of argumentation from that chosen here. Stihii uses both the variant readings
‘city of righteousness’ {LXX) and ‘city of the sun’ (MT [sic. according to most MSS])
as evidence in support of & connection between Hebrew ‘rghtcousness’ and Yahweh
on the one hand and Egyptian "Maat’ and Re on the other hand. To Stihli, a solar
affinity of Hebrew sedeq, ‘rightecusness (as world order)’, can be deduced here by
the LXX’s rendition of MT ‘sun’” as ‘rightecusness’, the latter of which is a term used
in MT of Isa. 1.26 to describe Jerusalem, the ‘city of righteousness’.
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passage. These difficulties may be combined and examined under four
possible options for the criginal form of the name of the city: (1) that
the name was ‘city of destruction’; (2} that the name was ‘city of
rightecusness’; (3) that the name was ‘City of the Sun’ in the sense that
it referred to Heliopolis; and (4) that the name was ‘city of the sun’ in
the sense that it was a general designation that aptly characterized the
new city of Yahweh of Hosts. I intend to argue in favour of the fourth
option which has been noted by others in the past but which has not
been embraced because of the problem of reconciling the name chosen
for the city of Yahweh, ‘city of the sun’, with the character of
Yahweh worship itself. The merits and shortcomings of each option
are noted briefly.

Although attested by the MT, Syriac, Targum, Aquila and
Theodotion, the reading 'ir haheres, ‘city of destruction’, makes no
sense in the present context of future gains and widespread salvation'
and is an excellent candidate as a pejorative substitute for an earlier
reading.? This reading may be safely overlooked as virtually all modern
commentators and not a few translation committees have done.

The textual witness for ‘city of righteousness’, the LXX, is weak
here but the reading suits the context. Elsewhere in Isaiak Jerusalem
itself is called the ‘city of righteousness’.®> and from this comparison
the prophecy might be judged to predict the establishment of an
‘Egyptian Jerusalem’.* If this was the original reading, that the

1. The only way (0 make sense of the reference in context is to take heres o
denote ‘destruction’ (of pagan altars and the like) (so, for example, F. Delitzsch,
Isaiah [repr.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, n.d.], p. 364), but there is nothing in the
context 10 warrant such an interprelation. The witness of a few MSS to ‘Ir herem,
‘city devoted (to destruction)’ can also be dismissed on these contextual grounds; cf.
G.B. Gray, The Book of Isaiah I-XXV1I (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clarke, 1912),
pp. 335-36.

2. Forexample, Gray (fsaigh, [-XXVII, p. 336} notes that since it is clear from
Josephus that these verses were understood o refer 10 the emple ai Leontopolis and
also clear that Palestinian Jews were opposed to the temple, it is likely that *destruc-
tion’ refiects this nepative attitude towards the lemple. {On Josephus, Leontopolis
and the refevant passages in Isaiah, see Hayward, ‘Leoniopolis’, pp. 438-41.}

3 Isa 1.26.

4. Another point cited in favour of ‘city of righteousness’ was that it was
perhaps originally a reference to the Jewish temple at Leontopolis. But, as
JN. Oswalt {The Book of Isaiah, Chapters 1-39 [NICOT; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1986], p. 378) notes, ‘the development of (he temple at Leontopolis is so
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Jerusalem of Egypt was at a later stage emended to ‘city of the sun’
might suggest that this redactor had a solar understanding of the
character of Jerusalem,! but neither this nor the originality of ‘city of
righteousness’ is certain.

In favour of the reading ‘ir haheres, ‘city of the sun’, are some
manuscripts of the MT, Targum (which combines this reading with
‘city of destruction’?), Jerome,> Symmachus* and also 1 QIsad, The
combined character of these witnesses is strong, accounting for its
current popularity. Problems arise, however, with a common deduc-
tion based on this reading, namely that ‘city of the sun’ here refers to
Heliopolis. Among the difficulties with this deduction are the
following. (1) Only here is Heliopolis referred to in this way; else-
where in the Old Testament it is called ‘Beth-shemesh’,® *On’® or
‘Aven’,” the latter two of which are Hebrew renditions of Egyptian
Heliopolis. (2) A specific place name, whether Heliopolis or another,
does not seem likely in this passage;® more specifically, it does not
make sense in this predictive context for there to be an announcement
that a place ‘will be called’ by a name by which it has been known
gince Early Dynastic times?

late that there is no tme for the whole process 10 have taken place and for the keres to
have ended up already in 1 Qlsa® by 100 BC'. In other words, ‘city of righteousncss’
as a reference to the temple at Leontapolis properly belongs to the history of the
interpretation of the passage.

3. If 'sun’ were a mere geographical term designating the land of the sun,
Egypt, or the city of the sun, Heliopolis {or even Leontopolis), there would be no
reason for emending the text further to “destruction’, especially in this unoffensive
context of a bold triumph of the worship of Yahweh over that of Re.

2. The Targum rcads gre’byt $mi d'tyd” Imhrb, ‘city of Beth-shemesh which is
about to be destroyed’.

3. The text here reads civitas solas,

4. (Polis) heliou.

5. Jer. 43.13. Targum ‘Beth-shemesh’ suggests perhaps identification with
Heliopolis; if 50, it is an interpretation of the l=xt nonetheless.

6. Gen. 41.45, 50; 46.20.

7. Ezek. 30.17.

8. Gray (Isaiah I-XXVI, p. 334) makes a similar point: ‘It must not be merely
the actual name of some city, insignificant in the context and serving merely to
identify the city intended’.

9. There is no apparent significance for what might be argued to be an
intentional variation of the name Heliopolis.
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In my judgment the reading ‘city of the sun’ is most likely the
criginal form of the name, but the interpretation that it is a known
place name should be rejected. A more plausible alternative in light of
the context is that the name is a new name that aptly characterizes the
nature of that city as a place in which Yahweh of Hosts would be
worshipped. Although logical, the interpretation poses a problem for
a traditional understanding of the character of that Yahwistic city. A
case in point is the following discussion by G.B. Gray:

if. .. we suppose that 'yr hhrs means, indeed, city of the sun, but was not
used here as a mere translation of the Egyptian name of the nome, whal
quality of the city was it intended to express? Certainly not that it was (o
be a city distinguished by the worship of the sun! Yet this would be the
obvious foree of the phrase (cp. yr YHWH, 60:14), Unless some more
suitable meaning can be discovered...this interpretation must be
dismissed.'

The difficulty that led Gray te rcject this interpretation, namely that a
place of Yahweh worship is not likely to be described in solar terms,
is of course easy to reconcile with the thesis of this bogk., Moreover,
even apart {rom the evidence adduced in this study in favour of the
presence of solar Yahwism, a number of factors lend additional force
to the textual reading ‘city of the sun’ with its face-value solar conno-
tation. {1) The context of the parallel with ‘city of Yahweh’ in Isa.
60.14 suggests that the title is used in 19.18 to describe the condition
of a restored city in which Yahweh will be worshipped. (2) The most
plausible alternative, ‘ir hassedegq, is attested only in the LXX, which is
quite free and it tends to paraphrase in Isaiah. (3} As the most contro-
versial of all readings, “city of the sun’ accounts best for the numerous
textual variants, many of which appear to have arisen from theo-
logical considerations. {4) As an original reading, heres, ‘sun’,
accounts for the presence later of what seem to be two opposite evalu-
ations: ‘righteousness’ and ‘destruction’. In sum. the best candidate for
the original reading of Isa. 19.18 is ‘city of the sun’, the prophet’s
way of describing a city that would be characterized by the worship of
“Yahweh of Hosts',

Finally, the implications of the interpretation may be summarized
briefly. First, since the place is to be called ‘city of the sun’ on the day
in which linguistic and religious gains will be made in that city by

1. Gray, Isaigh I-XXVII, p. 336.
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worshippers of Yahweh,' it is logical to conclude with Gray that ‘the
name must be of favourable import’ ? Secondly, presumably haheres,
‘the sun’, was an apt description of the deity who was worshipped
there (that is, yhwh s°ha’6t). Moreover, that ‘sun’ would be used of
the deity in this context might suggest that the worship of Yahweh as
sun was prevalent among worshippers of Yahweh in Egypt (similar
forms of integration are attested at Elephantine for example). Finally,
as might be expected, the usage of the expression was almost certainly
controversial, resulting in a negative reaction evident in the MT
(which rendered the place ‘city of destruction’) and what in the LXX
(which rendered the town ‘city of righteousness’) may be understood
variously as a toning down of the explicitly solar reference, as an
expression of outright favour towards it, or as an identification of it
with either Jerusalem {cf. Isa. 1.26) or a specific place in Egypt such
as Leontopolis—or a combination of one or more of these options.
Finally, that the passage cannot be dated with certainty leaves room
for what can only be speculation concerning the date of the reference
to ‘city of the sun’, which nonetheless might be earlier than is often
supposed.?

[. TItis not completely clear whether these worshippers are Egyptian proselytes
or Jews.

2. Gray, Isaiah I-XXVII, p. 334,

3. Each of the five slalements in vv. 16-23 beginning with ‘in that day” are
difticult 1o date and v. 18 alone is almost impossible to date. Though perhaps origin-
ating from within an oppressed minority within Egypt with apocalyptic expectations,
as some suggest, vv. 16-25 seem quite unlikely as describing the actual sctting of
the diaspora community. The impression given by these verses is not of scattered
Jewish elements within Egypt, but of Egypt living in drcad of a Judah that has the
upper hand, having made remarkable inroads into Egypt, Thus, the entire population
of these cities speak Hebrew (less likely Aramaic) (v. 18); Egypt wili cry to Yahweh
for help and receive a saviour who will bring deliverance (v. 20); and the Egyptians,
having reccived a revclation, will themsclves worship Yahweh (v, 21). In fact, then,
the passage describes a setting fulfilled at no time, and if produced by an oppressed
minotity within Egypt, this minority could have cxisted at any time from the time of
Solomon onwards, including the eighth century. (On Jewish elements in Egypt at
various times, sce conveniently Watts, fsaigh {-33, p. 259.) Thus, although the
verse cannot be dated, as a designation of a centre of Yahwism, the phrase ‘vity of
the sun’ would not be surprising in the late cighth century.
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Isaigh 4066

Some scholars such as J. Morgenstern and H.-P. Stdhli have argued
for the presence of solar elements in one or more passages within
Tsaiah 40-66.! The most explicit usage of solar language with
reference to Yahweh in this corpus is Isa. 60.1-3.2 Addressed to
Jerusalem, the passage reads as follows:

1 Arise, shine, for your light has dawned,
And the glory of the Lord has shone upon you;
2 For, lo, darkness® will cover the earth,
Thick cloud the peoples;

But upon you Yahweh will shine,

His glory will be seen over you.

3 And the nations shall walk to your light

And kings to the brightness of your shining,

That Yahweh and his glory are described with the imagery of the sun
in this poetic passage is unmistakable.?

The passage has been interpreted variously by advocates of solar
Yahwism. Thus, according to H.-P. Stihli, this passage is a poetic
example of what Schnutenhaus argued in the case of theophoric
personal names, namely an instance of Yahweh replacing the sun god
as the subject of the verb zarah, ‘shine’.> Moreover, although

1. For example, Morgenstern {(‘Biblical Theophanies {Part 2]°, p. 47} states
regarding Isa. 66.15 in which there is mention of a chariot and refercnee to the deity
being accompanied by fire, ‘[t is not at all improbable that at the bottom of the
prophet’s figure lies the conscicus picture of a sun-god coming from the east in his
bright chariot, accompanied by fire and other similar phenomena’. On Stihli's
contrihution, see later in this section.

2. The passage is commonly regarded as having come from an carly post-exilic
prophet whose choice of phraseelogy here and elsewhere in the chapter shows direct
indebtedness to so-called Second Isaiah (for example, G. Fohrer, Das Buch Jesaja.
Il Kapite!l 4066 [Zirich: Zwingli Verlag, 1964), pp. 226-27) and whose
eschatological notions of Zion find similar expression in Isa. 2.2-4 (on which see
further, G. von Rad, "The City on the Hill', in The Problem of the Hexateuch and
Other Essays [London: SCM Press, 1984], pp. 232-42).

3. Foliowing most commentators, | consider the article on Asfek, ‘darkness’, in
MT to be duc to dittography {cf. the preceding hinné, ‘lo’).

4. This is suggested by the use of the verb bw' together with zrk (used most
commonly with reference to the sun), translated respectively, for exampla, by P8V
as ‘shine’ and *dawned’; cf. also vv. 19-20.

5. Suihli, Sofare Elemente, p. 40.
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Schnutenhaus did not conclude that a solar understanding of Yahweh
is implied by this substitution, Stihli makes this conclusion, citing Ps.
84.12 [11] in which Yahweh is called ‘sun’. To Stéhli, then, the
passage is a clear case of ‘Yahweh as sun',!

To evaluate, because the language of Yahweh as sun in Isa. 60.1-3 is
poetic and thus perhaps merely figurative, this passage cannot be used
convincingly as evidence in a case for solar Yahwism. Moreover, as
others have noted, this passage should not be considered without
reference to Isa. 58.8, 10 which also employs solar language but with
no clear indication there either that the language is mere than merely
figurative:?

8 Then shatl your light burst forth as the dawn,
Your healing spring up quickly,

Your rightecusness shall go beforc you,

The glory of the Lord shall be your rear guard.
9 Then, when you ¢all, Yahweh will answer;
When you cry, he will say, ‘Here [ am’

If you banish from your midst the yoke,
Pointing the finger and speaking evil,

10 If you pour yourself out for the hungry
And satisfy the lite of the atflicted,

Then your light will shine in the darkness

And your gloom be as noon-time.

This is not to suggest, however, that the language of Yahweh as sun is
not striking in Isa. 60.1-3; it clearly is. Nevertheless, the extent to
which this solar language may be suggestive of a solar understanding
of Yahweh depends entirely on the extent to which a case can be made
on other grounds for a concrete understanding of Yahweh as sun
within the cult. Thus, because 1 believe that a fairly solid case can be
made on other grounds, I am inclined to think that the poetic imagery
is probably particularly appropriate in this context. As evidence in
itself for an understanding of Yahweh as sun, however, Isa. 60.1-3 is
best not included, at least not without some indication of its relevance
beyond the use of poetic 'solar’ language for Yahweh.

1. Stahli, Solare Elemente, pp. 40-42. On this verse and its (uncertain)
conlribution to a solar understanding of Yahweh, see the discussion of Psalms later
in this chapter.

2. In an early study Morgenstern acknowledged with respect (o Isa. 58.8 that
‘the thought is highly figurative’ (‘Biblical Theophanies | Part 2]°, p. 47).
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Such further indication of the relevance of Isa. 60.1-3 to solar
Yahwism is offered by J. Morgenstern, according to whom the proper
setting of the passage is the equinoctial New Year's Day of the solar
calendar, inauwgurated at the time of Solomen.! According to
Morgenstern, that zarah, ““to rise (like the sun)™’, is used with refer-
ence to the k°héd yhwh, ““radiance of Yahweh”’, can only mean an
equinoctial setting for v, 1. Further, Morgenstern avers that on this
occasion the (solar) ‘glory’ (kabéd) entered the temple court through
the eastern gate at dawn, and made its way through the temple doors,
down the axis of the temple, and into the Holy of Holies, thereby
signifying the coming of Yahweh to reside in his temple for another
year.2 Moreover, in view of the fact that the temple had lain in ruins
for years, the setting of this passage was ‘the coming of the Light, of
“the radiance of Yahwch,” upon the very New Year’s Day upon
which, .. the second Temple was dedicated, the New Year’s Day of 516
BCE. This much is certain’?

Regarding Morgenstern’s case for an equinoctial setting for this
passage, there is some circularity in his argument and not a little that
fails to carry conviclion on other grounds as well.* In view of the

I. J. Morgensiern, 'Two Prophecies from 520-516 BC", HUCA 22 (1949),
pp. 365-431, esp. pp. 383-400. For Morgenstern’s early understanding of this
passage in light of his extensive study of the usage of the cxpression kbad yhwh,
sec his ‘Biblical Theophanies™, Z4 28 (1914}, pp. 5-60.

2. Morgenstern, ‘Two Prophecies’, p. 388; cf. idem, ‘The Gates of
Righteausness’, HUCA 6 (1929), pp. 1-37. A problem with this view of course is
that the flecting moment at which time the sun allegedly enters the Holy of Holies is
not & particularly apt sign of Yahweh's decision to reside in the Temple for a whole
year. The criticism, however, is not sufficiently weighty to rule out the theory in
general with which T bave some sympathy, though based upon evidence discussed
elsewhere in this book.

3. Morgenstem, ‘Two Prophecies’, p. 390.

4. Morgenstern’s atlempt 10 demonstrate from the context a setting on the
occasion of the autumnal equinox must be judged unsuccessful. For example, he
tries to elucidate the possible relevance of Isa. 60.2 ficst in light of Hag. 1.7-8
{which he places after Hag. 1.9-11 and assigns on dubious grounds alse to have a
setting at the autumnal equinox} (*Two Prophecics’, pp. 39(0-91), secondly on
politicat grounds {pp. 391-92), and thirdly on spiritval grounds {p. 392). More-
over, he makes no mention of v, 4 until the end of his discussion at which time he
somewhat arbitrasily assigns it alone in Isaizh 60 A {vv. [-7) 10 2 later Isaiah 60 B
{vv. 7-22) {"Fwo Prophecics’, p. 430 n. 70). Further, as von Rad notes {*City on
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former of these difficulties, an equinoctial setting will probably carry
weight only for those who accept his understanding of what transpired
on that occasion,

Although Morgenstern’s own case for an equinoctial setting may be
judged inadequate, other scholars have used different evidence to
arrive at a similar conclusion, namely that the setting of Isa. 60.1-3 is
the Feast of Booths. Thus, for example, Volz argues that although
light’ is often used elsewhere of salvation (Heil), it is associated in
this song specifically with the New Year festival, the Feast of Booths,
and in particular with its first ceremonial act which involved celebra-
tion with light.! Or again, for example, von Rad argues that Isaiah 60
is related to several passages, most notably Isa. 2.2-4% 10 which he
assigns a setting at the Feast of Booths,” and Zechariah 14 to which the
passage itself assigns the same setting (cf. v. 16).* Moreover, perhaps
of some help in determining whether the imagery of light in Isaiah 60
has a reflex in the cult, although no reference is made to light in Isa.
2.2-4 with which our passage is akin, appended to the Isaiah passage
and probably related to it is the summons to Israel: ‘Come, O house of
Jacob, let us walk in the light of the Lord’ *

To evaluate, because of the possibility that solar language in Isa.
60.1-3 is merely figurative in this poetic context, the passage should
not be considered as solid evidence for solar Yahwism in ancient
Israel. The passage is nonetheless suggestive, particularly in view of a

the Hill", p. 237), it scems clear from v. 13 that the temple has yet to be rebuilt.
Finally and more generally, Morgenstern's discussion does not give sufficient
atiention to the eschatological dimensians of the passage.

1. P.Volz, Jesaja IT (KAT; Leiprig: A. Deichertsche Verlagsbuchhandlung,
1932), p. 244, Volz's evidence is admittedly slim. He points specifically to the
correspondence between the reference to light and the initial rite in the ceremony
invalving light, and to that between the feast as a time of looking (o a new year and
the theme of creation in v, 2. He also cites Amos 5.18 which mentions the Day of
the Lord (which he understands 1o refer to the Feast of Booths) as, contrary o
expectation, a day of darkness and not light.

2. Von Rad, ‘City on the Hill’, p. 237.

3. Von Rad, *City on the Hill', pp. 234-35,

4, Von Rad, ‘City on the Hill", p. 241, On Zech, 14, see later in this chapter.

5. Asvon Rad notes ("City on the Hill', p. 242 n. 18), the verse was probably
appended 1o compensate for the lack of mention of a role for Israel in the
eschatoiogical event. Whatever the reason may have been, an appeal to Israclite
pilgrims to walk in the ‘light of the Lord’ in this setting is certainly striking.
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possible setting at the Feast of Booths and in view of evidence adduced
elsewhere for relatively concrete indications of a link between
Yahweh and the sun within the context of the royal Jerusalem
establishment.!

Also relevant to the question of Yahweh and the sun in [saiab 40-66
is another passage in Isaiah 60 that mentions the sun as well as moon:

19 No longer shall the sun be for you a light by day,

Nor the brightness of the moon [by nighl]zgivc light for you;
For Yahweh shall be {or you an cternal light,

Your God shall be your splendour.

20 No longer shall your sun sect,

Nor your moon retract;

For Yahweh will be an ciernal light for you,

And your days of monming shall be completed.

According to Stahli, this passage is a case in which the sun has been
subordinated to the cult of Yahweh.? It may be questioned, however,
whether the claim of ‘subordination’ is appropriate in the same
context which, according to Stihli, contains a case of “Yahweh as sun’
(that is, Isa. 60.1-3}. To be sure, however, a problem is posed by the
apparent discontinuity between Yahweh and the sun evident in
Yahweh’s replacement of sun here and the portrait of continuity (even
if merely figurative) implied in Isa. 60.1-3. If Stdhli’s explanation of
Isa. 60.19-20 is not accepted, the issue remains how to account for the
apparent discontinuity between Yahweh and the sun in this passage.

At first, this passage and others in which Yahweh replaces the sun
and moon do appear to pose a problem for my thesis that Yahweh and
the sun were closely associated or even identified. The problem, how-
ever, is more apparent than real as the following points demonstrate.
First, the notion itself that Yahweh will *fill in’ for the sun in Isa.
60.19-20 presupposes what it at first appears to deny, namely that
there must have been some kind of continuity between the sun and
Yahweh. Secondly, although Yahweh and the sun are spoken of as
separate entities, this does nothing to discredit the notion of possible

L.  As Fohrer points out in his discussion of Isa. 60, however, though indebied
t the language of second Isaiah, trito-Isaiah often develops this language according
to his own outlook.

2. Soixx, 1 Qlsa?, and Targum,

3. Sidhli, Solare Elemente, pp. 17-23, esp. pp. 22-23.
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continuity for, as we have seen already, solar culis normally
distinguish between their sun god and the physical form of the sun
itself. Thirdly, that some form of continuity between the sun and
Yahweh underlies the imagery in Isa, 60.13-20 may be implied
through the use of solar imagery for Yahweh earlier in this same
context (Isa. 60.1-3) and also, for example, in Isa. 30.26, a passage
akin to 60.9-12 and one in which the healing action of Yahweh is
equated with a ‘sublime sun’:

And the light of the sun shall become sevenfold, like the light of the seven
days, when the Lord hinds up his people's wounds and heals the injuries
it has suffered.

Fourthly, it is important to consider the eschatological context of
passages in which Yahweh replaces the sun. Tt is of course in the very
nature of these passages to describe the end time as far superior to
what can be experienced in the present, which is bound by the limita-
tions and realities of the natural order. In the case of the sun as a
symbol of Yahweh in ancient Israel, it was no doubt a constant frus-
tration that so meaningful an icon was nonetheless limited by natural
phenomena such as its apparent disappearance and replacement by the
moon at night. Far from being inconsistent with the notion that
Yahweh was understood in solar terms, then, passages that point to a
future day in which Yahweh will replace the sun simply look forward
to a time when the limitations of the sun as a symbol of Yahweh will
be replaced by the appearance of Yahweh himself as a kind of
*sublime sun’.

The significance of this eschatological dimension for the
understanding of Yahweh as sun in Isaiah 60 illustrates the continuity
that is to be seen between the different portraits of Yahweh as sun in
the chapter. Both passages point to the end time which is new and
improved. In the former passage ([sa. 60.1-3) emphasis falls primar-
ily upon Zion which in an improved condition becomes a gathering
place for the wealth of the nations and which shines with radiant light,
light which is a reflection of the Lord who, as the sun, ‘dawns’ and
shines upon the city. In the latter passage (Isa. 60.19-20) emphasis
clearly falls upon the Lord himself, and that which is new and
improved is thus related to God as light. In the new and improved
eschaton the natural limitations of the sun, which shines only in the
day and which has the moon ‘fill in” at night, will be replaced by God
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himself, whose radiant and glorious light will shine eternally. In sum
then, Yahweh as sun in Isa. 60.1-3 shines upon Zion whose glory
reflects the light of Yahweh, and in vv. 19-20 Yahweh, sun sublime,
shines not just for a time but for eternity.’

Jeremiah

Specific mention of sun worship is limited to one passage in Jeremiah,
8.1-3.% The passage, a judgment oracle and one of several passages
appended to the Temple Sermon, 7.1-3,° reads as follows:

1 At that time, says the Lord, they will bring out the bones of the kings of
Judah and the bones of its princes and the bones of the priests and the
bones of the prophets and the bones of the residents from their graves.
2 And they shall spread them before the sun and the moon and all the
Host of Heaven which they have loved and which they have served and
which they have gone after and which they have pursued and which they
have worshipped; they shall not be gathered or buried but be as dung on
the face of the ground. 3 Death will be chosen over life from the remnant
remaining from this evil family in all (e places (remaining)® where T have
cast themn, says the Lord of Hosts.

The first issue concerns the date of the passage. Though assigned to
the exilic period by Holladay and others, the passage is perhaps best
dated to the end of the monarchy, as Bright and Wilson have argued.®

1. Compare also Zech. 14.6¢-7 in which the notion of eiernal day is in complete
harmony with the understanding of Yahwch as sun in Zech. 14.3-6b.

2. An indirect reference to sun worship is Jer, 19.13 which mentions the
worship of the Host of Heaven, but which adds little new information to the
discussion.

Another possible indirect reference to the sun deity in Jeremizh has been suggested
by M. Dahood ('La Regina del Cielo in Geremia®, RivE 8 [1960], pp. 166-68).
Dahood argues that the queen of heaven, mentioned several limes in Jeremiah (7.18,
44.17-19, 25), should be identified with the sun goddess Shapash, but this secms
unlikely in view of the clear identification of Akkadian ferrat $amé, ‘queen of
heaven', and [shtar. {See further, W.L. Holladay Jeremiah I [Hermencia;
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986], pp. 254-55 and the bibliography cited there )

3. Sce, for example, T.W. Overholt, ‘Jeremiak’, in J.L. Mays (ed.), Harper's
Bible Commentary (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1988), p. 615; E.W. Nicholson,
Preaching to the Exiles (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1970}, p. 68.

4, The word is lacking in LXX and Syriac and should probably be regarded as a
case of dittography.

5. I Bright {Jeremiah [AB, 21; New York: Doubleday, 1965], p. 59) dates the
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In favour of their claim, if Holladay’s impressive case in support of
Keunen's judgment that ch. 19 is a narrative rendition of 7.30-34 is
correct and that this narrative rendition is associated with Baruch,?
then 8.1-3 must have been appended to 7.30-34 at an early period,
since its position after 7.30-34 is presupposed in 19.13. Moreover,
although Helladay’s point that the reference here to the triad ‘sun,
moon and stars’ is found elsewhere only in passages suspected of being
exilic insertions into their surrounding material® is legitimate,
passages like Ezek. 8.16-18, which point to the presence of solar
Yahwism at a late date, suggest that the ‘hard-line’ prohibition of Jer.
8.1-3 is better dated to the late pre-exilic period when a particularly
pungent Deuteronomistic theology was in vogue.®

Secondly, in light of the inference of some that this passage refers
to idolatrous elements that are foreign to Israel,’ it is worth under-
scoring the clear presence of Deuteronomistic elements in these
verses.” Jer. 8.1-3 thus does not offer an ontlook on sun worship
independent of Deuteronomistic theology and is an example of the
abhorrence which this theclogy had for worship that is directed
towards (even Yahwistic heavenly) objects.

Thirdly, regarding the similarity between Jeremiah and Josiah with
respect to solar Yahwism, the reconstruction of Wilson seems helpful,

passage io some time prior (o 586 BCE; Wilson (Prophecy and Society, p. 245)
considers 7.1-8.3 10 be a *[air representation of Jeremiah’s message during the reign
of Jehoiakim'.

1. Holladay, Jeremigh I, pp. 536-37.

2. Holladay, Jeremiah 1, p. 271.

3. 1f{ollow here R.R. Wilson’s understanding of the relationship between the
prophetic ministry of Jeremiab and the reform of Josiah (Prophecy and Sociery,
pp. 242-51). See later in this sectian.

4. There is no reason from the text to regard the idolatry as foreign. Rather, that
the worship of the sun, moon, stars and Host of Heaven was Yahwistic makes good
sense in Fight of the claim that Judaean royalty, priests, prophets and residents alike
were involved in this form of worship.

5. Although in light of the work of such scholars as Weippert and Nicholson,
Deuteronomistic material (what Mowinckel in his classic construal called C material)
can no longer be arbitrarily or automatically assigned to Deuvteronomistic editors
without taking seriously also the relationship of this same material to other pants of
Teremiah, that a relationship hetween 8.1-3 and Deuleronomic theology nonetheless
exists is clear. (On the issve of Deuleronomistic ediling in Jeremiah, see, for
cxample, Wilson. Prophecy and Sociery, pp. 231-33.)
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namely, that perhaps subsequent to the re-introduction into the
Jerusalem establishment of the Anathoth priesthood, Deuteronomistic
theology mellowed to the point where it eventually came to differ
significantly from the older orthodox Deuteronomistic theology of
Josiah and of Jeremiah who stood outside of the royal Jerusalemite
establishment.’

Also relevant 1o Jer. 8.1-3 is the significance of the mention of
disinterment in the passage. More helpful for understanding the refer-
ence to disinterment than either the recognition of irony in the
exposure of the dead to the astral bodies once worshipped (as is
probable} or the suggestion of grave robbery as a motive for the
disinterment (as seems unlikely)} are Assyrian parallels noted by
M. Cogan.? According to Cogan, ‘The prophet pictured YHWH's
punishment of Jerusalem in terms of an carthly overlord punishing his
disloyal subjects, by carrying out, 1o the letter, the sanctions of their
broken caths’.* Particularly noteworthy is the account of the desecra-
tion of the royal cemetery of Susa during the eighth campaign of
Ashurbanipal:

The tombs of their former and latter kings, (who had) not revered Ashur
and Ishtar, my lords, (who had) harassed my royal ancestors, I
(Ashurhanipal) ravaged, tore down and laid open to the sun. Their bones [
carried off (o Assyria, thus imposing restlessness upon their spints, and
depriving them of food offerings and libations.?

The reference to the sun in the Neo-Assyrian parallel reminds the
reader that the prophet might have been adding an extra element of
irony through his awareness of the role of Shamash as god of justice
and the one beforc whom treaties were often made. Perhaps, too,
irony lay in the fact that the sun was the chief means by which corpses
left unburied underwent decay, thereby bringing on the horror of

1. Wilson, Prophecy und Sociery, pp. 242-51.

2. M. Cogan, ‘A Note on Disinterment in Jeremiak’, in [.D. Passow and
S.T. Lachs {eds.). Gratz College Anniversary Volume (Philadelphia: Gratz College,
1971}, pp. 29-34.

3. Cogan, "A Note on Disinterment’, p. 32.

4. The transiation follows Cogan, ‘Nate on Disinlerment’, p. 30, where 4 brief
discussion can aiso be found. For the text, see M. Streck, Assurbanipal und die
letzten assyrischen Konige bis tum Untergange Nineveh's {Vorderasiatische
Bibliothek, 7; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1916), 54.70-76.
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having one’s bones scattered by devouring beasts and birds' (although
in this instance the disintered were probably little more than bones).
In any case, the extended elaboration, ‘which they have loved and
which they have served and after which they have gone and which
they have pursued and which they have worshipped’, clearly under-
lines the disdain that Jeremiah had for the worship of the sun and
other astral bodies, just as the further statement, ‘they shall not be
gathered or buried, but be as dung on the face of the ground’,
emphasizes the horror that befell the disintered whose bones lay
strewn about, thereby preventing anyone from meeting their post-
mortem needs.’

On the basis of this passage, then, it appears that Jeremiah shared
the late Deuteronomistic outlook of disdain towards the worship of the
‘sun, moon and all the Host of Heaven® by followers of Yahweh. The
worship of these objects was tantamount to idolatry and was thus a
breach of Israel’s covenant obligations for which a suitable
punishment was offered.

Zephaniah

The book of Zephaniah provides important insight into the condition
of Judah and the royal court of Jerusalem during the last decades of
the southern kingdom, likely during the reign of Josiah (c¢f. 1.1). It is
of particular interest to this discussion because the prophet seems to
have had links with both Deuteronomistic theology and the royal
Jerusalemite establishment.> Moreover, reference is made to the
worship of the ‘Host of Heaven® which included the worship of the
sun. The pertinent passage, Zeph. 1.4-6, reads as follows in the MT:

4 | will streich out my hand over Judah,

And I will uproot from this place the remnant of Baal,

And the name of the idol-priests along with the priests,

5 And thosc who bow down upon the roofs to the Host of Heaven,
And these who bow down, who swear,? to the Lord,

1. Cf Jer. 7.33; 2 Sam. 21.10-14.

2, Cf. Cogan, ‘Note on Disinterment’, p. 30.

3. See the discussion of Wilson, Prophecy and Sociery, pp. 379-82.

4. Several commentators suggest that this first cocurrence of hanniiha ‘im.,
‘swear’, should he omitied because hannilba Tm, ‘swear 10, is not attested else-
where, (This is noted by G.C. Heider, The Culr of Molek: A Reassessment
[ISOTSup, 43; Shefiield: JSOT Press, 1983], p. 333 n. 654.}
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And who swear by malkdm,

& And those who have wrmed back from following Lhe Lord,
And who have not inquired of the Lord,

And not sought Him.

According to this passage, the worship of the Host of Heaven was
prevalent in Judah and among the inhabitants of Jerusalem at the time
of the prophet, and took place on the ‘roofs’.

Almost as apparent as what the passage states about the worship of
the Host of Heaven is a tension concerning the Host’s nature. This
tension is evident on two counts. First, reminiscent of the ambiguity
noted earlier berween idol-priests and Yahwistic priests in 2 Kgs 23.5
is the mention in Zeph. 1.4 of both &°marim, ‘idol-priests” {often
presumed to be ‘foreign’) and k6A%fm, ‘priests’ (the normal word for
Yahwislic priests). Not surprisingly, here too there is some
uncertainty about whether the priests are priests of Yahweh or of
‘heathen gods’.! And here too, as with the priests in 2 Kgs 23.5, an
explanation is readily apparent: the priests were involved in a form of
worship that was both Yahwistic and, from the writer’s perspective,
‘heathen’.

A second factor which points to a tension regarding the Host of
Heaven vis-a-vis Yahweh is this: the 1ext places in juxtaposition the
worship of Yahweh and the worship of the Host of Heaven (v. 3).
Since the worship of Yahweh is commendable in itself, the prophet
must be objecting to a specific form of Yahweh worship that was
associated with veneration of the Host of Heaven (and the worship of
the enigmatic malkdm, about which more will be said shortly).? Here,
then, is further clear textval support for the view that the worship of
the Host of Heaven (including the sun) was inextricably associated
with the worship of Yahweh.?

1. Cf IPSV foolnote: “kemarim, a term vsed only of priests ol heathen gods’.

2. In other words, if not indistinguishable from the worship of the Host of
Heaven, why else would the worship of Yahweh, certainly commendable in itself, be
mentioned in this judgment?

3. That Yahweh was included in the worship of the Host of Heaven may also be
inferred from the parallel grammanical construction:

w'er hanuniftahh®wien ‘al haggapgor lis'ba’ ka¥famayim
w'et hammiftahh®wim la YHWH

Those who bow down upen the roofs the Host of Heaven,
And those who bow down o Yabweh . . |
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At this peint it might be objected that the worship of Yahweh is
mentianed also in close association with mikm, traditionally under-
stood to be a foreign (Ammonite) deity, and that, for my argument to
hold, Yahweh must be associated not only with veneration of the Host
of Heaven but also with the worship of the deity mlkm. An appropri-
ate response to the objection, however, is to consider the possible
meanings of mikm,

The problem with mikm lies in a tension between the vocalization
of MT, matkam, ‘their king’, and the context which requires that mikm
refer not to a monarch but to a deity.' Plausible explanations offered
to date for the referent of mlkm include the following: Baal (referred
te in v. 5a and sometimes referred to as a ‘king’); Milcom (cf. 1 Kgs
11.7, 33); or a wordplay based on the relationship between the name
of the god Molek and the root mlk, ‘to rule as king’, from which
Molek's name is derived.>

A new solution to the impasse that is remarkably straightforward
can be found by regarding MT malkam, ‘their king’, as original and as
a reference not to an earthly king or to Baal, but to Yahweh who was,
after all, ‘their king’ (that is, the king of these [Yahwistic]
worshippers). In favour of the suggestion is the context; Yahweh is
mentioned in the immediately preceding context and also many times
in the context which immediately follows (vv. 5b, 6a, 6b, 6¢, 7a, etc.)
Moreover, that the epithet ‘king” should be applied to Yahweh in a
context which is suggestive of a solar understanding of the deity can
hardly be judged surprising in light of the common ancient Near
Eastern understanding of the king as ‘sun’, a (royal) title applied to
Yahweh in Ps. 84.12 {11],> and in light of the widespread usage of
melek, ‘king’ as a title of yhwh s°hd’dt, ‘Yahweh of Hosts’.* Further,
Yahweh is in fact explicitly referred to as ‘king’ elsewhere in
Zephaniah; in 3.15 we read, melek yisra el vhwh bfqirbek, ‘The King

1. The ¥ASB, normally loyal to the MT, reads Milcom. 1PSV reads Malcam, but
cquates the figure with Milcom.

2. Por the last option and a clear discussion of the other aliernatives mentioned,
see Heider, Cult of Molek, pp. 332-34,

3.  Secc my discussion of Ps. 84.12 [11] later in this chapter.

4. On the royal nature of the epithet “Yahweh of Hosts’, see the works of
Mettinger cited earlier. On the use of melek, ‘king’ in passages specifically suggest-
ive of a solar character for Yabweh of Hosts, see Ps. 24.7, 8, 9, 10; Zech. 14,16
{cf. v. 9). {On both of these passages, see later in this study.}
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of Israel, Yahweh, is in your midst’.' Contrary to what is traditionally
thought, then, malkam has been changed secondarily to the name of a
foreign deity and not the other way around. The theological problem
thus lies not with the vartants but with the witness of MT that the
‘king’ of the worshippers of the Host of Heaven was Yahweh (v. §; cf.
3.15). To summarize consideration of Zeph. 1.5, this single verse does
not refer to three separate cults—Host of Heaven, Yahweh and
Milcom-—but to one: the Host of Heaven, including its most notable
member, ‘Yahweh', called ‘king’ by these Yahwists.*

Finally, in light of the Deuteronomistic dictum that one is not to
worship Yahweh by facing in the direction of the sun but in the direc-
tion of the temple (1 Kings 8), it is at least worth mentioning that in
the very next stich, Zeph. 1.6a, the prophet describes those who
worship Yahweh incorrectly with possible reference to their orienta-
tion, hannsbgim meé'ah®ré yhwh, litcrally, ‘those who have turned
back from after the Lord’, an expression used not only figuratively
for proving to be faithless but literally for ‘turning back'.* Thus
understood, it is possible (but by no means ceriain) that both v. 5 and
v. 6 describe the offensive manner in which Yahweh was worshipped,
the former stating that they bowed to Yahweh and the Host of Heaven
from rooftops, and the latter noting that they ‘turned back’ from
following the Lord and did not inquire of him {(presumably at the
temple).

Although Zeph. 1.4-6 makes it clear that the prophet did not
consider it proper to worship Yahweh from the rooftops aleng with
the rest of the Host of Heaven {the Deuteronomistic perspective), it
does not follow from this that he did not share a solar perception of
Yahweh which was, after all, part of the wnderstanding of Yahweh
within the context of the Jerusalem temple with which the prophet also
kad links (the royal Jerusalemite perspective). Not surprisingly,

[.  Zeph. 3.15. Here oo, the LXX and Syriac offer different readings, but the MT
is perfectly intelligible in its conext.

2. U might be objected thal the seference to Baal in v, 4 argues against an
interpretation of vv. 4-6 as references to what to DH are Yahwistic vices. Although
one might argue that the reference 1o Baal alone is to foreign worship, it is possible
that reference is made here (o some aspect of Baal worship that, like the asherah,
made inroads into the cull of Yahweh,

3. BDB, pp. 690-91; cf. 2 Sam. 1.22; Jer. 38.22; 46.5.
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therefore, solar language akin to the Jerusalemite perspective is also
found in Zephaniah (3.5, 17):

5 The Lord within her is rightecus,

he does no wrong,

every morning he shows forth his justice,
each dawn he does not fail. ..

17 The Lord, your God, is in your midst,
a warrior who gives victory;

he will rejoice over you with gladness,
he will renew you in his love;

he will exult over you with loud singing
as on a day of festival (R§V).!

N. Sarpa has drawn attention already to the solar character of the langu-
age in this context in his important study on Psalm 19 and ancient
Near Eastern sun god literature.” According to Sarna, however, the
solar language is being applied here (and in Ps. 19) to the Torah and
for purely polemical purposes. Samma thus states the following:

Most remarkably, in chapter IT, vv. 4, 5 and 17 he [Zephaniah] mentions
the Torah and, in the spirit and language of our psalm [Ps. 19], he com-
pares the moral order that governs the world (m3pt) 1o the natural order
cxemplified in the shining forth of the morning sun: bbgr bbgr miptw yin
Pwr. . {(Zeph. TIT:5). He even uses the simile of a “joyful hero’ to
describe k™ 'thyk byrbk ghwr ywiy' viy§ vk bimbh. .. (Zeph. TEAD.?

Although Sarna's basic observation regarding the presence here of
solar language is cogent, his interpretation of the meaning and
significance of this imagery is open to question. To be sure, the Torah
is mentioned in Zeph. 3.4, but the solar imagery is applied not to the
law {mentioned in a different context devoid of solar language), but
specifically to Yahweh himself, mentioned in v. 5. Moreover,
regarding v. 17, although Sarna seems to recognize that the simile of

1. These last three lines are obscure, but solar imagery is apparent in the first
three lines.

2. The use af solar imagery in the case of Zeph. 3.5 is obvious. On its presence
also in v, 17, see N, Sarna, 'Psalm XIX and the Near Eastern Sun-God Literature’,
Fourth World Congress of Jewish Studies. Papers, Voi. I (Jerusalem: World
Union of Jewish Studies, 1967), p. 175 and parallels cited throughout the article
(pp. 171-73).

3. Inciting Sarna, I have us¢d tansliterations in place of Hebrew characters.
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the ‘joyful hero’ is not applied to the law here but to God, he nonethe-
less compares v. 17 with the description of the Torah in Psalm 19B,
whereas the real parallel would appear to be with the description of
the sun itself in Psalm 19A:

wlhil kChain yase' méhuppaw

¥asis K gibbor laris "orah

And it [the sun] as a bridegroom comes forth from his chamber,

Rejoicing as a hero 1o run its course. . . :

Psalm 19 will be examined later in this study; suffice it to say here
that Zeph. 3.5, 17 point to the use of solar imagery with respect to the
deity during the time of Josiah, as Sarna notes. Contrary to Sarna’s
view, however, the solar imagery in Zeph. 3.5, 17 offers little support
for the understanding of Psalm 19 (or Zeph. 3.5, 17) as an ‘anti-sun-
god polemic’ ? Rather, the solar language of Zeph. 3.5, 17, like Psalm
19 (sce later), scems to reflect a solar understanding of Yahweh.

How can the portrait of solar worship in Zephaniah best be inter-
preted? The castigation against worshipping Yahweh from the roof-
tops as a member of the Host of Heaven (Zeph. 1.4-6) is, as observed
carlier as well, characteristic of a late-Deuteronomistic perspective. If
v. 6 alludes to worshipping Yahweh in the direction of the temple as
opposed to the sky (cf. v. 5), continuity is also evident with the
Deuteronomistic outlook noted in 1 Kings 8. Regarding Zeph. 3.3,
17. a solar understanding of Yahweh by a prophet linked with the
royal Jerusalemite establishment can hardly be judged surprising.

But how does the sympathetic perspective reflected in Zeph. 3.5, 17
relate to 1.4-67 There are several possibilities. First, the apparently
different outlooks reflected in Zeph. 1.4-6 and 3.5, 17 are perhaps
simply another case of ‘the thorough mixing of Deuteronomic and
Jerusalemite features in the book’,* 1.4-6 reflecting the former
perspective, 3.5, 17 the latter. Secondly, the prophet's opposition on
the one hand to the association between Yahweh and the Host of
Heaven (Zeph. 1.4-6) and his advocacy of the association between
Yahweh and the sun on the other hand (Zeph. 3.5, 17) might reflect a
possible transition in Deuteronomistic thinking during or near the
reign of Josiah from a position of relative sympathy towards solar

1. Ps. 19.6 [5]
2, Sarna, ‘Psalm XIX', p. 175.
3. Wilson, Prophecy and Society, p. 281.
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Yahwism to one of disdain for it (or a part thereof). Thirdly, since
the late-Deuteronomistic reaction against solar Yahwism may rather
be a reaction only against certain features of it (worship of the sun as
Yahweh and not vice versa, worship of the Host of Heaven, a ban
against the procession of the sun chariots], etc.), Zeph. 3.5, 17 are
perhaps consistent with even a late-Deuteronomistic outlook. The
positien of Zephaniah as a whole would thus be that, though to some
extent still solar in character (3.5, 17), Yahweh was nonetheless to be
worshipped by facing only in the direction of the temple (1.4-6)
where Yahweh has chosen to dwell in name/glory.! Finally, if Zeph.
3.1-17 dates between 612 and 608 BCE, as some scholars believe,? the
passage suggests that if Josiah's actions involved an attack against all
aspects of solar Yahwism, their effect was short lived indeed. In any
case, although it is not possible to be too specific about how the
portrait of sun worship in Zephaniah best fits into a historical recon-
struction of solar Yahwism, the portrait on the whole is nonetheless
perfectly consistent with the thesis that there was a close relationship
between the worship of the Host of Heaven (including the sun) and
Yahweh and that rejection of the worship of the sun as Yahweh did
not necessarily involve a rejection of all aspects of solar Yahwism.

Zechariah

Although no material relevant to Yahweh and the sun has been
identified by Morgenstern, Stdhli or others in the case of Zechariah, it
is nonetheless quite possible that solar elements contributed to the
background of ch. 14.> What follows is a case for solar elements
which may lie behind the chapter in its present form.

First and very generally, Zechariah 14 is one of a number of
passages in the Old Testament which deal with the elevation of Zion,
many of which contain the imagery of God as light/solar light, and at
least some of which also have a setting at the Feast of Tabernacles.*

1. Cf. 1 Kgs 8.12: Ezck. 8.16, etc.

2. For example, E. Achtemcier, ‘Zephamah’, H8D, p. 1161,

3. A mode! study on this malerial is that of B. Otzen, Studien iiber
Deuterosacharja (Copenhagen: Prostant apud Munksgaard, 1964), who discusses
this passage on pp. 199-212. Unfortunately there is no consensus concerning the
date of Zech. 9-14.

4. Sce, for example, von Rad, "City on a Hill’, p. 241 and my discussion of
Isa. 60).
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Secondly, the appearance of Yahweh on the Mount of Olives ‘from
the east’ (miggedem) in Zech. 14.4 brings to mind the appearance of
the glory of the Lord which stood on the Mount of Olives, ‘from the
east’ in Ezek. 11.23.! Moreover, immediately following the descrip-
tion of Yahweh’s appearance from the east is the following statement
which is perhaps relevant for Morgenstern’s thesis of an association
between sunrise (blocked by the Mount of Olives) and the coming of
the glory of the Lord in Ezekiel: ‘and the Mount of Olives will be
split in its middle, from east 1o west, a huge valley, so that half of the
mountain will move toward the north and half toward the south’
(vv. 4b, 5a).? Although the forming of a valley through the middle of
the Mount of Olives was perhaps to provide an escape route for the
residents remaining in Jerusalem, as some suggest,’ the conlext which
follows this description suggests that the splitting of the Mount of
Olives perhaps facilitated the coming of Yahweh westward to
Jerusalem: ‘and Yahweh my God will come, all the holy beings* with

1. Owen, Studien, pp. 202-204. The assumption of some Lhat the reference to
the Mount of Olives fo the cast is for the henefit of members of the diaspora who are
ignorant af geography docs not account sufficiently for the similarity in language
with Ezek. 1123 and leaves unexplained why the location of the far more obscure
Azel (probably a place name) in v. 5 is not specified. This option is mentioned, for
example, by R. Mason, The Books of Haggai Zechariah and Malachi (The
Cambridge Bible Commentary; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977),
pp. 124-25.

2. Hebrew wnigba' har hazzétim méhesyd mizrahd wdyammd gé’ godila m='od
amas hPsi hahdr sapond whesyd negbd.

3. The problem lies with the threefold oceurrence of the verb nsm which the MT
vocalizes as nastem, 'you shall run’. If this vocalization is carrect, then the residents
of Jerusalem will apparently tlee by the valley, Some bave guestioned, however,
whether there will be a need for the residents of Jerusalem to flee at this point in time.
(See, for example, E. Achlemeier, Nahum—Malachi [Interpretation; Attanta: John
Knox, 1984], p. 165.) Marcover, the LXX understood nsi to be a niphal perfect of
stm. *siop up’ and understood the verse to mean that the valley ‘will be stopped up’,
a view followed, for example, by the JPSV. Others {for example, Targum, RSV)
understand the first occurrence of the verh w be ‘you shall flee” and the last two to be
‘will be stopped up'.

4. There are three possibilities concerning the identity of the ‘holy ones':
{1) members of Yahweh's heavenly host; (2) earthly ‘saints’; and (3) the resurrected.
If the first option {s correct as most suppose, there is a general sitnilarity between
Yahweh's appearance with his atiendants and that of the sun god with the Annunaki.
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you!'! Perhaps, then, just as in Isaiah 60 apocalyptic vision sought to
overcome the difficulty of the nightly setting of a symbol for Yahweh,
so, too, apocalyptic hope sought to carve a path through the sacred
mountain which frustrated the cult by delaying for a few minutes the
march of the sun straight into the temple at dawn.? As noted,
however, this is by no means certain; there are other possible
explanations for the splitting of the mountain.?

Thirdly, regardless of how one renders the problematic v. 6,* it is
nonetheless clear from v. 7 that the immediate effect of the coming of
Yahweh with his holy beings will be continuous daylight, the
obscuring of day and night such that there will be light in the
evening.® Like the visions in [saiah 2 and 60, then, Zechariah 14

1. Hebrew iba' yhwh “lohay kol g°ddsim ‘immak. Note, for cxample, the
words of Achicmcicr (Nahum-Malachi, pp. 165-66): "This [the splitting of the
Mount of Olives and the blocking up of the Kidror valley] will have the effect of
forming on the cast side of the city a level plain stretching into the desert. As the ext
now stands there is a gloss designating the plain as an escape route for the
Jerusalemites, but it really is no such thing. The inhabitants have no reason o flee the
city. Instead, (the plain is 2 way provided dor God ta entgr into his haty city (cf, Isa
4():3-5)—a royal processional way on which the Lord with his retinue of heavenly
attendants and scrvants comes to take up his abode in the midst of Jerusalem.’

2. See later in this section [or the reference in Josephus in which this event is
associated with the entrance into the emple of the sun. acting as divine judge.

3. As Otzen notcs (Studien, pp. 203-204), Jewish tradition linking Zech. 14
and Ezek. 37 understands the Mount of Olives, the point of entry 1o and exit from
the realm of the dead. to be split on the day ol resurrection, an interpretation
advocated with less caution also by Morgenstern (‘The King-God among the
Western Scmites’, VT 10 1960, pp. 180-81).

4. Following the kethib of thc MT, the latter part of the verse should be
rendered, ‘there will be no light; the splendid ones (that is, stars) will dwindle'.
Many modem translations arc based upon an adaptation of onc or another of the carly
versions which favour the sense, “there shall be neither cold nor frost’. For a
comprehensive susvey of the problems asscciated with the interpretation of this
verse, sce K.L. Barker, ‘Zecharial’, in F. Gabelein {cd.), The Expositors Bible
Commentary (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1985}, V11, pp. 691-92.

5. MT:whavd yom 'ehad ki’ yiwwdda' layhwh {3 yom welo' layla whayd
&8t “erely yihyeh *6r, ‘but there shall be continuous day—knawn anly to the Lord—
of neither day nor night, and there will be light at evening time’. If the MT Ia 'yihyeh
"fir, 'there will be no light’, should prove correct in v. 6a, there is an apparent
contradiction hetween there heing no light and light at eventide. A reasonable solution
is that posed by Joyce Baldwin (Haggal, Zechariah, Malachi [TQTC, 24; Downers
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contains the imagery of God as light in an eschatological passage
dealing with a pilgrimage 1o the elevated Mount Zion, the city from
which God reigns in glory and splendour.'

Fourthly, the tradition preserved in Josephus concerning the cause
of the earthquake in the time of Uzziah appears at least in part to be
indebted to the descripticen of the splitting of the Mount of Olives in
vv. 4-5 of this passage.” In view of the connection between Josephus’s
understanding of the earthquake and this chapter, it is well worth
noting the breader context in which the earthquake is mentioned in
this classical source. After describing Uzziah's attempt to offer
incense in the temple against the wishes of the priesthood, Josephus
says the following:

In the meantime a great earthquake shook the ground, and a rent was
made in the temple, and the bright rays of the sun shane through iL, and
fel) upon the king’s face, insomuch that the teprosy seized upon him
immediately; and hefore the city, at a place called Eroge, half the mountain
broke off from the rest on the west, and rolled itself four furlongs, and
stood sull at the east mountain, till the roads, as well as the king's
gardens, were spoiled by the destruction,®

Although the association between the activity of God in judgment and
the activity of the sun cannot be traced back to the imagery of
Zechariah 14, as the reference to the earthquake probably can, that

Grove, [L: IVP, 1972], p. 203} who suggests thal ‘there will be no light” in v. 6a
refers 1o sunlight. If so. there is here the same hint as in [sa. 60.19-20 that Yahweh's
coming to Jerusalem in the eschaton will in fact replace or supersede the coming of
the sun.

1. At least one other writer has drawn a comparison between the imagery of
light in Zech. 14.7 and the role of the sun during the Feast of Booths at the time of
the autumnal equinox. Note the words of T.H. Gasler (Festivals of the Jewish Year,
P 923 ‘It is not difficult 10 recognize in his wosds [that is, these of the writer of
Zect. 14.7] a projection into mythology of the autumnal equinox at which the Feast
of Booths anciently took place (cf. Exed. 34.22)".

2. This is no doubt because v. 5 compares this event with the earthquake in the
time of Uzzizh. Sce, for example, CH.H. Wright, Zechariah and his Prophecies
(London: Hodder & Sioughton, 2nd edn, 1879}, p. 5395, and Mason, Haggai,
Zechariah and Malachi, p. 126,

3. Ane 9304 (The translation is thal by W. Whiston, The Works of Flavius
Josephus {London: Ward, Lock & Co., n.d.], p. 246.)
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divine judgment is brought about by sunlight entering the temple is
nonetheless striking,

Fifthly, if the view of many that this chapter is a unit is cogent, the
setting of the whole chapter, including the apocalyptic event just
discussed, is the Fcast of Booths (v. 16)." In any case, the reference to
the Feast of Booths is noteworthy in this context since this pilgrimage
feast was plausibly an important locus for solar elements within the
cult of Yahweh.?

Sixthly, the suggestion that Yahweh might be associated with the sun
in Zechariah 14 offers a new avenue for understanding the enigma of
Egypt receiving special consideration in the otherwise blanket state-
ment in vv. 17-19 that any of the families of the earth who do not
attend the annual feast will be punished with a lack of rainfall. That
the text is clearly garbled and in its present state treats Egypt as both
an exception and not an exception welcomes the interpretation that
Egypt was originally exempted and that this proved controversial.’
Moreover, it seems reasonable to suppose that behind the controversy
lay a Jewish community in Egypt with a cult cenire iike that at
Leontopolis which was regarded as a suitable substitute for the
Jerusalem temple (cf. Isa. 19.18).* According to this understanding,
then, Egypt was perhaps originally exempted from participation on
the grounds that there was an appropriate (solar?) cult centre (or
centres) in Egypt to which elements of the diaspora in Egypt could go
during the Feast of Booths in place of the journey to Jerusalem.

1. See, for example, W. Harrelson, ‘The Celebration of the Feast of Booths
According to Zech xiv 16-21", in J. Neusner {ed.), Religinns in Antiguity (Leiden:
Brill, 1968), pp. 88-96.

2. See the section “An Autumn Festival as a Locus for Solar Yahwism?’,
offered later in this chapter.

3, The exceptional reference (o Egypit is traditionally accounted for on the basis
of the fact that Egypl is not dependent upon rainfall but the Nile. According to this
view, however, undue emphasis is thereby given 10 a technicality and there is no way
ol accounting for the corrupt nature of the text. The view that the verse alludes to a
cult place like that esiablished by Onias has also been noted. for example, by
E. Sellin, Das Zwdifprophetenbuch (2 vols.; Leipzig: A. Deichert, 3rd edn, 1930),
11, p. 584 and Venema {as cited by C.H. Wright, Zechariah, p. 509).

4. Asarguecd earlier, Isa. 19.18 bears witness to the notion of an Egyptian city
comparable to Jerusalem in which the worship of Yahwch would be such that an
appropriate name for the place was ‘city of the sun’. Sce the discussion of Isa. 1-39
offered earlier in this chapter,
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Finally, reference is made in this passage to a horse hecoming ‘Holy
to the Lord’ {v. 20). To be sure, v. 21 provides some support for the
widespread assumption that the horse is an example of something
mundane becoming ‘Holy to the Lord™ and thus sacred, but two things
are worth noting: (1) in light of what has been argued in the case both
of 2 Kgs 23.11 and the Taanach cult stand, it should no longer be
merely assumed that the horse in Zech. 14.20 is mundane and non-
cultic, and (2} the immediate context in fact refers to items in the
Jerusalem temple cult (cf. 2 Kgs 23.11).!

In sum, although Zechariah 14 does not require a solar interpreta-
tion, it nevertheless contains a considerable number of features® that
are consistent with a solar understanding of Yahweh and elements
within the cult, especially as it relates to the Feast of Booths.

Malachi 3.20 [4.2]
The text of Mal. 3.20 [4.2] is as follows:

wzdr'hi lakem yir'é ¥mif semes sdiqd imarpe' biknapéha
But there will shine forth for you who fear My name the sun of
rightecusngss, and healing will be in its wings.

The verse describes the fate of the God-fearers® on the great Day of
Yahweh and stands in sharp contrast to the fate of the arrogant and
evil-doers who on this same day, a day ‘burning like an oven’, will be
burned like stubble. The passage is probably not without relevance for

1. Although probably a coincidence, it is indeed striking that the priest on whose
turban was writicn the expression ‘Holy to the Lord” (whenee came the expression in
the present context), like this horse, wore “belis® (see Exod. 28.34-35). The
comparison and probably coincidence is made all the more striking by the presence of
betl-likc ornaments (so-called sun-disks) on the polls of some of the cultic horse
figurines examined in the previous chapter. The word for bell, however, 1s not the
same in both cascs, and it is of course possible that the bells were part of the
trappings for the horse and thus had a different function. In any case, as noted, that
the horses had a purcly secular function is merely an assumption.

2. Itis wonh noting a5 well that reference is made in this passage to Yahweh as
melek yhwh s°bd'61, *King, Lord of Hosts' (v. 17; cf. vv. 9, 16, 21) both portions
of which have been linked with a possible solar understanding of Yahweh elsewhere
in this study.

3, On the mcaning of ‘those who fear Yahweh' bere, see P.D. Hanson, The
People Called: The Growth of Community in the Bible {San Francisco: Harper &
Row, 1986), pp. 284-85.
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the understanding of the meaning of the Day of the Lord, but here the
focus will be on matters more clearly solar.

The expression ¥eme¥ s°daqd, ‘sun of righteousness’, has generated
much discussion. There is little reason! to doubt the virtually
unanimous judgment of commentators that the common Near Eastern
depiction of the winged sun disk contributed to the use of the
expression here.? In view of the iconography on the royal Judaean
imlk jar handles, however, Judah itself should be included among the
suggestions about which cultural realm contributed 1o the image of
Yahweh as winged sun?

In seeking to explain further the significance of the expression ‘sun
of righteousness’, interpreters often follow one of two approaches,
neither of which necessarily excludes the other. The first understands
the expression in a purely figurative sense by reference to two
features that the sun and the righteousness of Yahweh share in
common, such as their being bright and blessed,® or their being
associated with justice,’ or their affinity with the notion of God as
judge.® The second approach understands the expression to associate

I, Animporant exception is the view which takes Knapim, “wings’ 10 refer Lo
the ‘folds’ of a garment; cf. BDE, p. 489, §2a, the work of van Gelderen cited by
P A Verhoef (The Books of Haggai and Malachi [NICOT; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1987], p. 331), and the JPSV note, ‘Lit. “with healing in the folds of its
parments””, If correct, this interpretation would make less likely a possible indireet
paraltel with the winged sun disk, bul otherwise does not affect the present
discussion. since solar imagery is still evident in the reference to Yahweh as Semed,
‘sun’.

2. Sce, for example, B. Glazier-McDonald, Malachi: The Divine Messenger
(SBLDS, 98; Atlanta; Scholars Press, 1987}, pp. 238-39; Baldwin, Haggai,
Zachariah, Malachi, p. 2505 JM.P. Smith, A Critical and Exegerical Commeniary
on the Book of Malachi (ICC; New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1912), p. 80.

3. For the varicus options, see, for example, Glazier-McDonald, Malachi,
pp. 238-40. Pau! Dion first drew my atiention 1o the Imik jar handles as a possible
background 1o the expression in Mal. 3.20 [4.2]; see already, however, Smith,
Malachi, p. 80, and J. Tigay, No Other Gods, p. 95.

4. Verhoef, Haggai and Malacki, 328.

5. Smuth (Malachi, p. BO). for example, says, “The absolute impartiality of the
sun’s rays may easily have given rise to the association of justice with the sun. The
phrase “sun of rightecusness™ does not indicate any personal agent, but is rather a
figurative representation of righteousness itsell™,

6. Baldwin, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, p. 250.
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Yahweh more directly (often in the sense of less figuratively) with the
‘sun of righteousness’.! A somewhat eclectic cutlook which neverthe-
less emphasizes the second approach is that of Glazier-McDonald:

The wings symbolize Yahweh's protective presence, a presence which
spreads over the earth ensuring its prosperily, The association of the
wings {or rays) of the sun {=Yahweh) with healing 1s sigmhcam for it is
precisely (he sun generating light and warmth which guarantees fertility
and thus, life. Further, there ts a connection between the sun and world
order, cf. §m§ sdgh. In the ancicnt Near East, the sun god was considercd
1o be the author of the world order. According ta Ps 85:12, dghteousness,
sedeq (in the sense of world order} goes before Yahweh. Ps 19 suggests
an associalion between the sun and world order (law) when it celebrates
the sun (vv. 3-7) and then praises the law of Yahweh which enlightens
the cyes (vv. 8-11). In Mal 3:20, the rising of the sun {(=Yahwch)
cnsurcs the restoration of sdgit, right order, and 1hus of harmonious
telations between heaven and zarth, between Yahweh and man.?

To evaluate, without further information on what is regrettably ‘a
little known period of Judean history’,? there is no way of verifying
that more than mere poetic imagery gave rise to the expression ‘sun of
righteousness’ here. Moreover, as the citation of Glazier-McDonald
illustrates, the extent to which one is inclined to see Yahweh as
genuinely solar in Mal. 3.20 [4.2] is inevitably determined by the
extent to which one sees a more or less concrete understanding of
Yahweh as sun elsewhere. In view of these considerations, the passage
cannot be used independently as strong evidence in support of a solar
understanding of Yahweh. Nevertheless, in illustration of what has
just been said with respect to the citation of Glazier-McDonald, my
own opinicn based on evidence adduced elsewhere in this study is that
the expression Seme’d sddgd probably reflects an understanding of
Yahweh as sun.*

1. Note, for example, Glazier-McDonald (Malachi, p. 236): *Indeed, Yahweh
is called Semef 5%dAgd, the sun of rightcousness’, (Transhiteration is used where she
cites the Hebrew text.)

2. Glazier-McDonald, Malachi, p. 340.

3. Glazier-McDonald, Malachi, p. 275,

4. Though far from being strong evidence for a concrete understanding of
Yahweh as ‘sun of rightecusness’, the following factors are at least consistent with
this view. (1) The prophet uses the expression yhwh s€53°6t, known 10 be 2 salar
epithet in some contexts (but not all and by no means in iwself a reliable indicator of
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Although at this point it is merely an assumption on my part that a
solar understanding of Yahweh lies behind the reference to him as
‘sun of righteousness’, it is worth observing nonetheless that some of
the evidence for solar Yahwism examined elsewhere in this study may
open up a fresh avenue for understanding this expression for Yahweh.
For example, to judge from the context in which this expression
occurs in Malachi—a broad context which is clearly eschatological
and a near context in which the ministry of marpé’, ‘healing’, is
assigned to the solar figure—ihere seems to be an affinity between this
expression and the eschatological understanding noted earlier of
Yahweh as the sublime sun. As may be recalled, one of the roles of
Yahweh as eternal sun in the eschaton was healing, as illustrated by
Isa. 30.26, mentioned earlier:

And the light of the moon shall become like the light of the sun, and the
light of the sun shall become sevenfold, like the light of the seven days,
when the Lord binds wp His peopie’s wounds and heals the injuries it has
saffered,

The portrait of the sun of righteousness with healing in its wings
offered by Malachi is thus consistent with the notion found eisewhere
of the coming of Yahweh as the sublime sum, bringing with him a
superabundance of attributes associated with the former physical sun,
among which are ‘righteousness’ and ‘healing’.

If it is true that Malachi had a solar perception of Yahweh, several
implications follow. First, an eschatological understanding of Yahweh
as sun on the part of the community which gave rise to the prophecy
would be attested in the first half of the fifth century BCE (the time of
the prophecy).! Secondly, the presence of Deuteronomistic influence(s)

solar elements). (2) It is pcrhaps not coincidental that a different metaphor used to
describe the fate of the wicked on the same day of Yahwceh, namely, ‘a day burning
like a furnace’ (3.19 [4.1]). is a1 least amenabie to a solar understanding of Yahwch,
an understanding which might cven be taken to inform an understanding of the
significance of the imagery of a calf being rcleased from the stall (3.20¢ {4.2¢], from
darkness to sunlight as well ag from captivity to freedom). On these twa possibilities,
see, for example, Baldwin (Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, p. 250} who nonetheless
understands the expression “sun of righteousness’ lguratively. Clearly the matter
must be left open.

1. P.D. Hanson, ‘Malachi', Harper’s Bible Commentary, p. 753, Glazier-
McDonald, Malachi, pp. 14-18. (Glazier-McDonald, for example, dates the book to
some time between 46{) and 450 BCE.)
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in the book of Malachi (including probably Mal. 3.20 [4.2])! would
accord reasonably well with what has been shown elsewhere to be an
openness within Deuteronomistic literature to a solar understanding of
Yahweh {though not to worship in the direction of the sun or to some
cultic practices such as that reflected in 2 Kgs 23.11). And thirdly, the
general context in which the expression ‘sun of righteousness’ occurs,
a day of the epiphany of Yahweh, would provide possible support for
an association between a solar phenomenon (interpreted Yahwistically)
and the expected Day of the Lord.?

Finally, since Mal. 3.20 [4.2] possibly offers insight into what
notions were conveyed along with Yahweh as sun, a few comments on
the meaning of $%dagd, ‘righteousness’, and marpé’, ‘healing’, are in
order. First, among the suggested meanings for ‘rightcousness’ here
are the senses either of vindication and victory,® or of justice and
salvation.® To evaluate, the latier seems preferable in light of the
context in which there is a concern for the restoration of right order
involving deliverance for the God-fearers® and for the destruction for
the wicked.® The word marpg’ means ‘healing’, resulting here from
the restoration of s%agd,” but equally an effect of the coming of
Yahweh as sublime sun. This healing could involve the healing of a
strained relationship between God and his fearers, and perhaps even

1. On Deuteronomistic language and themes within Malachi, see, for example,
1. Blenkinsopp, A Hisrory of Prophecy in fsrael (Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
{983}, p. 242: R.I. Coggins, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi (OTG, Sheffield: ISOT
Press, 1987}, pp. 75-76.

2. Malachi’s description of the day of Yahwceh's epiphany is at points
comparable 1o Amaos 5.18, 205 cf. Amos 4.13; 5.8-9. Although the notion of
Yahweh as sun perhaps accounts for the imagery of light and darkness often
associatcd with the Day of the Lord, the imagery itself is too general to be of help in
this study in which potentially clear cases of solar Yahwism are examined.

3. Note. for example, the rendering of Sented s°ddga in the JPSV as, ‘sun of
victory'. For a list of cases in which s°diagd has this meaning, see, for example,
Smith, Matachi. p. 80.

4. For an exiended discussion of this option, see Verhoef, Haggai and Malachi,
pp. 328-29, and Glazier-McDonald, Malachi, p. 236.

5. Mal 3.20 [4.2]; cf. 3.18.

6. Mal 3.19, 21 [4.1, 3]; contrast 3.14-15.

7. Glarier-MeDonald, Malachi, pp. 237-38.
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the return of fertility to the land,! which was again part of the result
of the return of right order.? Moreover, Mal. 3.21 [4.3] emphasizes
that the coming of the ‘sun of righteousness’ will clearly result in
deliverance and joy, and perhaps also emergence from darkness to
light and prosperity.?

To conclude, although perhaps reflective of a concrete under-
standing of Yahweh as sun within the cult, the Yahweh epithet ‘sun of
righteousness’ could also simply be a case of the use of figurative
language for God. Mal. 3.20 thus cannot be used independently as
evidence for Yahweh as the sun in ancient Israel. If ‘sun of righteous-
ness’ is a genuinely solar epithet (which is perhaps likely in view of
evidence adduced elsewhere in this study), then a number of implica-
tions would follow that are consistent with my overall assessment of
solar Yahwism. The possible use here of mere poetic language for
God (that is, language devoid of reference to a solar cult) nonetheless
results in an impasse.

Sun Worship in Job

Job’s final speech in ¢h. 31 contains a series of caths which serve the
legal purpose of clearing him of guilt before God.* Included in this
list of otherwise moral caths is Job’s claim that he has not succumbed
ta the temptation of worshipping the sun and the moon and thus has
not betrayed God on high.> M. Pope translates Job 31.26-28 as
follows:

1. Glazier-McDanald, Malachi, pp. 237-38; of. Mal. 3.10-11.

2. Glarier-McDonald, Malachi, pp. 237-38.

3. Baldwin, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, p. 250. Glazier-McDonald (Malachi,
p. 241) plavsibly suggests that the imagery of the stall-fed calf denotes prosperity.

4. See N.C. Habel The Book of Job {OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
1985), pp. 428-29 for citation of Egyptian parallels of ncgative confession depicting
the deceased facing judgment at death, and mention of Mesopotamian and biblical
parallels suggesting that (he oaths are a legal means of justifying innocence.

5. 8ee M.H. Pope, Joh (AB, 15; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 3rd edn, 1973),
p. 227,
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26 1f Ilooked at the shining light,'

Or the moon marching in splendor,

27 And my mind was secretly seduced,
And my hand kissed my mouth;

28 That were perfidious sin,

I had betrayed God on high.?

Several things may be noted from the passage. First, Job refers to a
temptation to which many evidently succumbed (compare, for
example, Jer. 8.2, Zeph. 1.4-6). Secondly, this passage alone describes
a practice associated with reverence for the astral bodies that
apparently involved a gesture of the hand near the mouth.* The
meaning and nature of the gesture, however, are not well understood.*
Pope has drawn attention to a Mesopotamian parallel in which Awil-
Nannar, portrayed kneeling before Hammurabi, king of Babylon,
makes a similar gesture.’ More recently, an even closer parallel has
perhaps come to light in a grafitto-portrait from Kuntillet *Ajrtd.® On
Pithos B is depicted & procession of five worshippers with arms
extended or bent towards the mouth and with heads in most cases
clearly looking upwards (cenveying a gesture of adoration towards an
object above them),” Near the mouth of the leader of the procession is

[.  The relerence to sun as "ér, ‘light’, is not without analogy in usage oulside
the Bible (Pope. Job, p. 235). Perhaps the motivation is the same as that which led
the writer of Gen. 1.14-16 to refer 1o sun and moon as m®'arér, ‘lights”, although
moon is mentioned by name in the case of Job.

2. Pope, fob. p. 226.

3. The exactl nawure of the gesture is uncicar. The verse may be translated
literally as ‘My hand kissed (to/from} my mouth’. NASB translales the verse, ‘And
my hand threw z kiss frorn my mouth’, which may convey the correct sense. See,
howewer, later in Lthis section.

4. For the difficuities and options, see, for example, Pope, Job, p. 235.

5. Pope. Job, p. 235.

6. For a drawing of the procession and a descripiion, see P, Beck, "The
Drawings from Horval Teiman (Kuntillet ‘Ajrad)’, TA 9 (1982), p. 6. fig. 3, and
pp. 36-40 {respectively). For an excellent photograph, see Z. Meshel, 'Did Yahweh
Have a Consort?', BARev 5/2 (March/April 1979), p. 26.

7. Interestingly, there is a round object crudely drawn immediatcly above the
first two figures, but as Beck notes {‘Drawings’, p. 39), this might be the head of a
processioner, the full drawing of which was abandoned in favour of the two figures
below it Even if not drawn, however, an ahject located above these processioners
(most of whorm clearly gaze upwards) secms to have been the object of adoration.
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what is appears to be an open hand, although it might also be the
upper extension of a branch or the like.! If relevant, this parallel
suggests that the gesture denotes adoration, an attitude which fits well
with the sense of our passage. And thirdly, v. 28 underlines the
Hebrew poet’s conviction that veneration of the sun and the moon was
tantamount to denying? God and an ‘iniquity of judgment’,” an attitude
akin to that found in Deut, 17.2-5, This passage in Job, then, consti-
tutes evidence from outside of Deuteronomistically influenced circles
for the view that the worship of the sun was a crime against God.
Little more can be gieaned from the passage; many questions remain.

Sun Worship in the Psalms

The Psalms have often played an important role in deliberations about
the relationship between Yahweh and the sun. The reason for this is
obvious: there are a number of passages in which the poetic {anguage
is suggestive that Yahweh might have been associated or even identi-
fied with the sun. However, because of the difficulty of distinguishing
between poetic language of God as light or sun which is merely
figurative and that which genuinely reflects a concrete understanding
of Yahweh as sun within the cult, my discussion of the Psalms is
limited to the following considerations: (1) a brief consideration of
Ps. 84.12 [11], the only passage in the Psalter that explicitly refers to
Yahweh as the ‘sun’; (2) a full study of Psalms 19 and 104, known to

(Curiously, Beck does not mention the upwards orientation of the leading
processioners.}

1. Beck judges that the leader is holding a walking stick or the like, which
scems to be the case. But since the upper part of the staff and the arm merge in the
drawing, it is impossible to wll whether the hand-like object near the mouth is part of
the stick or the hand jtself. Alihough not drawn, hands on the third processioner
would likewise be near the mouth.

2. BDB, p. 471, renders the verb kikhes, ‘1o disappoint’, ‘deny’, *deceive’, or
‘fail”,

3. A helpful point of comparison may be found in the observation of
F.I. Anderscn (Job [TOTC, 13; London: Tyndale Press, 1976], p. 243) that the
initial gem ha’, ‘that aiso’, of v. 28 draws attention to an earlier case of an ‘awdn
polili, *judicial iniquity’, in v. 11, where the expression is used to describe the sin of
licentiousness. (The expression in v. 11 is ‘gwédn ptlilim, but, as Pope notes [Job,
p. 232], the final -m is probably enclitic.)
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contain parallels to ancient Near Eastern sun god literature; (3) a brief
study of the clearest cases of possible solar theophanies in Hebrew
poetry, with special attention being given to the notion of seeing the
face of God; and (4) a fresh consideration of Psalm 24, an ark
procession psalm which probably presupposes a solar understanding
of Yahweh.!

Psalm 84.12 [11]
What appears to be the clearest case of an association between Yahweh
and the sun in the Psalms is Ps. 84.12 [11], often cited by those who
argue for the presence of solarized Yahwism.2 The first line of this
verse is ki SemeS dmagen yhwh, ‘for a sun and a shield is Yahweh’?
Ta evaluate, Yahweh is explicitly called ‘sun’ here and some aspects
of the context of the psalm, a song of pilgrimage to Zion in which the
epithet Yahweh of Hosts is used and the altar mentioned, appear to be
amenabie to a solar understanding of Yahweh. But a number of other
considerations make it at least as likely that the reference to Yahweh
as sun in Ps. 84.12 [11] is no more than a case of the common royal
epithet ‘sun’ being applied to Yahweh as king.* In light of this latter
possibility, then, and contrary to Stahli,’ this verse can hardly be

1. Pss. 80 and 118 have been discussed already in this study. Ps. 17.15 is also
relevant and will be mentioned in the discussion of seeing God in the Psalms.

2. For example, Stihli, Sofare Elemente, pp. 42-43; G.W. Ahlsiedm, Psaim
89, p. R6.

3. Very different here is the LXX, hoti eleon kai al@theion agapa Kurios, '{or the
Lord loves mercy and truth®,

4. Cf. Ps. 89.19 in which maginn@ni, ‘our shield’, occurs together with
matkeni, ‘our king’, with refercnce 1o Yahweh. In letters at Ugarit (for example,
KTU 2.16.6-10) and cl-Amarna (for cxample, EA 254, 270, 271 [ANET, p. 486]),
‘sun’ commonly occurs as an epithet of the king, and that this may have been the
case in Isracl is perbaps implied by 2 Sam. 23.4 in which the benefits of the
religiously proper rule of David are compared with the benefits of the sun. Moreover,
although ‘our shield" might be appositional to God in v. 10 [9] of Ps. 84 (so. for
cxample, KJV, LXX, RY), refercnce 1o the ‘anocinted’ in the second line of the colon
suggests that ‘shield’—itself parallel to ‘sun’ in v. 12 [11]—is an epithet of the king
{su, IPSV, RSV). Moreover, Yahweh is explicitly referred to as the psalmist’s ‘king’
earlier in the psalm {v. d¢ [3¢]). (For a critique of Dahood's view that ‘shield’ means
‘sovercign' here and elscwhere, sec P.C. Craigie, Psalms I-50 [WBC, 19; Waco,
TX: Word Books, 19831, p. 71).

5. Stuhli, Solare Elemente, pp. 42-43. Suihli suggests that, although Kraus's
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considered an indubitable and ‘highly significant’ case in which a solar
understanding of Yahweh hags actually given rise to his being called
(literally) ‘sun’.

Psalm 19
This well-known and unique psalm in which God’s handiwork extols
him and in which the value of the law of the Lord is upheld has
occasioned many difficulties for interpreters. Chief among these
difficulties is its composition. Verses 2-7 [1-6] are often thought to be
in part {or part of) a pre-Israelite creation hymn to El in which, to
judge from its present form, the sun played a major role.! To this
hymn has been added a hymn in praise of the Torah of Yahweh.
Relevant to the problem of composition is the relationship between
the two main sections of this psalm, the creation hymn and the Torah
hymn. Although for a long time it was thought that two hymns were
juxtaposed fortuitously, O. Schroeder and L. Diirr argued pursu-
asively earlier in this century that a unifying theme for the psalm as a
whole is the sun, the cosmic role of which is articulated in vv. 5-7 [4-
6] and the judicial role of which is the rationale for the elaboration
upon the justice and law of Yahweh in vv. 8-12 [7-11].2 Moreover, to

willingness not 10 reject the text which refers to Yahweh as *sun’ is a step in the right
direction, his adoption of the view thal §ms, ‘sun’, is simply an ancient Near Eastern
termn for royalty predicated of Yahweh is due to (perhaps even an unconscious)
shyness about a possible solar understanding of Yahweh. However, Kraus's
judgment is almost certainly correct (see the cvidence noted in the previous note).
Stahli's only stated bases for objection are the supposed unlikelihood that 'sun’
should refer fiest to the ‘king’ and secondarily to "Yahweh’ here (but see elsewhere
in this same psatm where Yahweh is called ‘king’ |v. 4 (3)]). and the evidence for
an association between Yahweh and the sun based on the solar imagery on the royal
Judacan jar handles.

1. §. Mowinckel proposes (The Psalms in Israel's Worship [2 vols.; Oxford;
Basil Blackwell, 1962], I1, p. 267 n. 40) that the extcnded discussion of the sun
suggests that an earlier version of this poem claborated on other heavenly bodies. On
the other hand, note the role of the sun goddess §p3 in the Ugaritic texts in which this
deity has & particular affinity with El, perhaps acting as his spokeswoman (K7U 1.2
I 15-18; 1.6 V1 22-29).

2. 0. Schroeder, *Zu Psalm 197, ZAW 34 (1914), pp. 69-70; L. Diirr, “Zur
Frage nach der Einheit von Ps. 197, in W.F. Albright, A. Alt, W. Caspari et al.
{eds.), Sellin-Festzchrift: Beitrdge zur Religionsgeschichte und Archidologie
Paldstinas (Leipzig: Deichert, 1927), pp. 37-48,
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this general insight with respect to the role of sun god as preserver of
the law may now be added the more specific observation of Sarna that
the attributes applied to the law of Yahweh in Psalm 19B are
remarkably similar to attributes assigned to the sun god in ancient
Near Eastern sun god literature.' Thus, although the question of
whether the two sections of the psalm were a unit from the beginning
must temain open,’ a strong case can be made along the lines
suggested by these and other scholars for intentional unity at least at a
redactional level.> Moreover, even if the sun does not hold the key to
the psalm’s unity, there can be little doubt that the sun plays an
important role in both parts of the psalm, vis-a-vis creation in Psalm
19A and vis-3-vis the law of Yahweh in Psalm 19B.

The question remains: what is the function or significance of the
high profile given to the sun in Psaim 197 On this issue there is little
agreement among scholars. For example, according to Aalen the sun
and other created bodies referred to in Psalm |19A reflect the glory of
God by obeying the hugqgim (that is, the orderly set of principles by
which God determined the heavenly bodies should live} referred to in
Psalm 19B.* But, as Mowinckel notes, that the ‘statutes’ (huggim) arc
not even mentioned in Psalm 19A renders this interpretation some-
what dubious.” Or again, for example, according to O. Loretz, there
is a correspondence between the shining of the glory of God in nature
{Psalm 19A) and the law which, like the rising sun, brings light to
humankind (Psalm 19B).° However, while this view may be closer to
the mark, neither the shining forth of the sun (which by itself has little

l. Sama, ‘Psalm XIX°, pp. 171-75. That the correspondences between the
psalm and sun pod litcrature are not likely 10 be coincidental scems clear in light of
the prominence of the sun in Ps. 19A and the presence of adjectives applied 1o the
law in Ps. 19B (such as brh, ‘pure’ [v. 9¢c (8c)]. thr, ‘clean’ [v. 1G (9)], and zhr.
‘admonish’ [v. 12 (11)]) which, in addition to their normal ferm of translation. can
have scnses tying them with the notion of light. For meanings associated with lightin
the case of the last twe of these Hebrew wards see, for example, J. Eaton, ‘Some
Questions of Philology and Exegesis in the Psalms’, J/TS 19 {(1968), pp. 603-609.

2. Against the notion of ariginal unity, see cspecially the arguments of
Mowinckel, Psalms, 1L, p. 267 n. 40,

3. Sec even Mowinckel, Psalms, 11, p. 267 n. 40.

4. Cf Pss. 104.19, 148.3-6. (I know of Aalen's study only through the work
of Mowinckel, Psalms I1)

5. Mowinckel, Psalms, I1.

6. O. Loretr, ‘Psalmstudien 1", UF 6 (1974), p. 187.
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in common with the Torah) nor the radiance of the glory of God are
mentioned specifically in Psalm 19A, and the law is nowhere
compared with the rising sun in Psalm 19B.

Finally, according to Sarna, Psalm 19 is an ‘anti-sun-god polemic’
which was used in the time of Josiah to respond to sun worship,
prevalent at this time (cf. 2 Kgs 23.11).' To Sarna Ps. 19.5-7 [4-6]
serves to show that the sun is not a deity rivalling God, but is created
by God; the sun is not something to be praised, but is part of the
created realm which lauds the Lord.? Moreover, in describing the
Torah in language familiar to the sun worshippers, the poet
polemically emphasizes the relative merits of the Torah.?

An evaluation of the view of Sarna will take the form here of an
alternative means of reckoning with the presence of sun god language
in the psalm, namely that both parts of the psalm reflect a solar
understanding of the Israelite deity to whom praise is offered.

Before considering aspects from both parts of the psalm that suggest
a solar character for the deity, it is important to recall that the
distinction made between deity and sun in v, 5 [4] in no way requires
a polemical interpretation, as is often assumed. As noted earlier, the
distinction made here does not imply complete discontinuity between
the deity and the disk which he is said to have placed in the heavens.
Rather, to take as an analogy the example of the Egyptian material
pertaining to Re and the sun which he is said to have generated from
himseif, God’s placement of the sun in the heavens can as easily be
judged to imply continuity (though obviously not identity) between
God and the sun.? In short, Ps, 19.5 {4] does not provide unequivocal
support for a conflict between God/El and the sun or a polemic against
the latter; rather, the verse can be understood as an articulation of a
common Near Eastern concept that a deity, though solar, is nonethe-
less distinct from the sun disk which he sets in the heavens.

1. Sarmna, ‘Psalm XIX', p. 175.

2. N.Sarna, ‘femes’, EncMik, VIIIL, p. 185. Sarna notes that although the sun
15 described in v. 5 [4] using mythological language, the poet distances himself from
the Mesopotamian notion that the sun deity had a bridegroomm by using the kaph of
similarity. The sun is thus ‘like’ a bridegroom which emerges from its pavilion
{"feme$', p. 188).

3. Sarna, ‘Feme§’, p. 1B9.

4. Seg the section ‘The Significance of God Sctting the Sun in the Heavens'
offered earlier, in the discussion of 1 Kgs §.12,
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When considered in light of this clarification and afresh, both Psalm
19A and 19B can be understood to assume an explicitly ‘solar’
dimension of the character of the God of Israel. Beginning with Psalm
19A, the following points may be noted. First, as Sarna' and others?
have recognized, sun-god language is used with reference to God {(or
El) the creator in Psalm 19A.* Secondly, v. 5¢ [4c], often taken to
imply a conflict between 'éf and the sun, appears clearly in this context
to imply continuity between the two entities:

He placed in them® a tent for the sun,
6 who is likc a bridegroom coming forth from his chamber,
like g hero, cager to run his course.
7 His rising-place is at one end of heaven,
and his ¢ircuit reaches the other;
nothing cscapes his heat. (JPSV)

Interpreters invariably comment that the sun is singled out for its
praise of God but, significantly, that praise never materializes; the sun
does not praise God but receives the praise expected of Ged. Thus,
whereas other aspects of creation mentioned earlier in the psalm, such
as the heavens, must speak or otherwise specifically declare the praise
of God, the sun's praise of God is undeclared and is thus somehow
‘self evident” through the praise which it itself receives. This
phenomenon of the sun receiving praise which is in continuity with
the praise of God can be understood readily by judging that the sun,
unlike the other aspects of creation mentioned, must be functioning
here in continuity with God, as a kind of symbol of the power and
presence of God. In short, 1o speak proudly of the sun is to speak in
praise of (God. Only in this way can proper sense be made of why this
glowing description of the role of the sun (almost half of Psalm 1%A

1. Sarna refers, for example, to eatracts from Hymns from the Egyptian Book
of the Dead in which it is writien of Re that *“Thou art exalted by reason of thy
wondrous works’, and 'The stars which never rest sing hymns of praise unlo thee
and the stars which are imperishable glorily thee’ (Sarna, ‘Jemes”, p. 189).

2. For example, Gerstenberger, Psalms, p. 101; Craipie, Psalms 1-50,
pp. 179-80; H.-J. Kraus, Psalms [-59: A Commentary (trans. H.C. Oswald;
Minneapolis: Augshurg), pp. 272-73.

3. The role of creator is of course not unknown for a sun god in ancient Near
Eastern literature (cf, Sarna, ‘Psaim XIX', p, 171). Examples include Hermopolitan
Re (al least according to some traditions), Theban Amon-Re, and Atcn.

4,  Presumably ‘the heavens'.
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and thus sometimes taken to be a *sun hymn fragment’! rather ineptly
inserted into the context) appears in the poem to be a natural extension
of this hymn which clearly focuses on the various ways in which the
created realm extols the glory of God.

A third observation offers further support for the notion of
continuity between God and the sun in Psalm 19A. The word hammd,
rendered uniquely in v, 7¢ [6c] ‘heat’, but rranslated everywhere else
in the Old Testament as ‘sun’, should perhaps be interpreted as it is
elsewhere. Thus understood, Ps. 19.7¢ [6c] would conclude the first
section of the psalm as follows:

Nothing is hidden [rom His [that is, God"s/El's] sun.

In sum, nc tension can be found in Psalm 19A between "éf and the sun,
but rather continuity which suggests that the sun is a umique
expression of the character of its maker, God.

Turning to Psalm 198 (vv. 8-15 [7-14]) there is obvicusly some
kind of correspondence between the description of the sun and that of
the law of Yahweh, as Sarna and others have noted.? However, that
the comrespondence is one of continuity between Yahweh and the sun
rather than cne of discontinuity for polemical purposes can be
supported by consideration of the following. First, for Psalm 19B to
have been written in light of 19A (or appended to it), the poet (or
redactor) was probably acquainted with the fact that the god of justice
and law in neighbouring societies was often the sun god.” This being
50, 18 it not possible that the Hebrew poet understood his God of
justice and the law to be ‘solar’ in character like other gods of justice
and law? While certainty is impossible, this would account for the
application of selar attributes to the law of Yahweh in Psalm 19B.
Secondly, although Sama claims that appellatives commonly used of a
sun god are specifically applied to the law of Yahweh, closer exami-
nation reveals that this is not quite correct. Many of the parallels are
in fact between the laws of sun gods and the laws of Yahweh.* In
other words the correspondence between Yahweh and ancient Near

1. E.g. Kraus, Psalms 1-59, p. 272.

2. Even if one assumed the purely fortuitous placement of Ps. 19B after 194,
the sun god languape applied to the Torah would probably still suggest the corres-
pondence.

3.  8ee, for exampie, Sarma, ‘Psalm XIX", p. 173.

4. Sama, ‘Psalm XIX’, p. 173. {sections v, vi. b}, p. 174 (section f).
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Eastern solar deities is not only indirect vis-a-vis Yahweh’s law, but is
rather more direct, between Yahweh and the sun gods themselves.
Thirdly, in additon to the thematic correspendences between Psalms
I5A and B, there are clear resonances between the petition in vv. 13-
15 [12-14] and the understanding of God as sun in vv. 2-7. Thus, the
answer to the question of who can discern errors in v. 13 [12] is
logically the god of justice whose circuit of travel extends from one
end of the earth to the other (that is, sun, v. 7 [61). Or again, the
psalmist asks that Yahweh clear him of ‘hidden things’? (¢f. v, 7¢ [6¢]
where it says that “no thing is hidden'? from the sun's glow)?

To conclude, Psalm 19 appears to have been written (or, in the case
of Psalm 19A, perhaps adapted) by a devout Yahwist who had a solar
understanding of Yahweh. The first part of the psalm upholds what
appears to have been a commen tenet of solar Yahwism, namely, that
the sun which God created was an expression of his character or
‘glory’ (cf. v. 2 [1]). The second part of the psalm builds upoen the
notion of continuity between God and the sun but explores this
continuity with reference to the law of Yahweh. The laws of Yahweh
arc thus described with reference to the god of justice (traditionally
solar in character). ‘Just’, ‘enlightening’ and ‘pure’, the laws of
Yahwch reflect the character of their giver,

Psalm 104
No study of solar elements within ancient Israelite religion would be
complete without discussion of Psalm 104, well known for its
association with the longer Egyptian Hymn to Aten.

Three things secm reasonably certain in light of current schelarship

1. Hebrew, nistgrdt (v. 13 [12]).

2. Hebrew, 'én nistar,

3. Or, on another imerpretation, El's/God’s sun. Finally, note the words of
v. 15 [14]: ‘May the words of my mouth and the meditation of my heart be
acceptable in thy sight, O Lord, my rock and my redeemer’. 1t is not unreasonable to
suppose that this was perhaps the wish of one who was concerned that the words of
his mouth and the meditation of his heart might indecd not he acceptable in Yahweh's
eyes. (A distant analogy might be found in the usage of this phrase in the context of a
preacher's prayer prior to a sermon. )

4. Sec ANET, pp. 368-71. When citing the hymn, I use the ling numbers found
in D. Winton Thomas (ed.), Documents from Old Testument Times (New York:
Harper & Row, 1958), pp. 145-48.
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on Psalm 104. First, although it is doubtful that Psalm 104 is directly
dependent upon the lenger Aten hymn, it is nonetheless clear that a
close relationship of some kind exists between these two hymns,
Secondly, a point emphasized most recently by P. Dion,! Psalm 104
contains storm-god imagery in addition to the more widely recognized
sun-god imagery.? And thirdly, a point not unrelated to the first two is
that, there can be no doubt that the poetic imagery of storm and sun
which the psalmist borrowed has been brought into conformity with
the distinctive theological outlook of ancient Israel.”

Perhaps the most relevant question for the purpose of this study is
how the psalmist dealt with the solar outlook reflected in the Hymn to
Aten when he brought this hymnic tradition into conformity with his
own theological perspective. The clearest indication of the psalmist’s
understanding of the sun can be found in vv. 19 and 22 (cited
respectively )

Thowu hast made the moon to mark the seasons;
The sun knows its time for setting.

When the sun rises, they [lions] get them away
and lie down in their dens (RSV).

The verses, paralle]l to the Aten hymn? yet distinctive in theology, are
instructive for what they do and do not imply. On the one hand, they
clearly imply that the psalmist did not share Akhenaten’s peculiar
understanding that the actual physical form of the sun, ‘the disk’, was
God himself (that is, Aten). Whatever the Hebrew poet’s general
stance regarding Yahweh and the sun, then, it was clearly far removed
from Atenism’s specific equation of God and physical sun. On the
other hand, however, in making a clear distinction between God and
the sun, these verses do not necessanly imply (much less prove, as we

1. P.E. Dion, "'YHWH as Storm-God and Sun-God: The Double Legacy of
Egypt and Canaan as Reflected in Psalm (04", ZAW 103 (1991}, pp. 43-71. (My
thanks go t Professor Dion for allowing me to see his article in advance of its
pubilication.}

2. On storm god imagery in Ps. 104, see already, for example, P.C. Craigie,
“The Comparison of Hebrew Poctry: Fsalm 104 in the Light of Egyplian and Ugantic
Poetry’, Semitics 4 (1974), pp. 10-21.

3. See, for example, the articles cited in the previous two notes and my
discussion of Ps. 104,19, 22 which follows immediately.

4.  See respectively, 11. 80, 17.
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are sometimes led to believe) that the psalmist’s theclogy was
completely devoid of any form of solar perception of the deity.!
Moreover, it follows from this that neither do these verses necessarily
imply, much less demonstrate, that the purpose for adapting the
Egyptian hymnic tradition was simply to launch a polemic against sun
worship.? Thus, while we may be certain that the psalmist did not
share Akhenaten’s perception of God as a mere object, the sun, the
matters of a solar outlook eon the part of the psalmist and his purpose
for using the Aten hymnic tradition must be teft open at least until
more than vv. 1% and 22 are considered.

When moving beyond vv. 19 and 22 to consider on the basis of the
whole psalm whether the Hebrew poet understood the deity in solar
terms, the evidence is conflicting or difficult to interpret, making
certainty impossible. To put the matter differently, although it is
reasonable to suppose that the psalmist must have identified with at
least some aspects of the hymnic tradition in order to make extensive
use of it without massive re-working, there is no way of knowing for
certain whether those aspects included the concept of a ‘solar’ deity.”
While it is often thought that they did not (most often, however, on
the dubious polemical interpretation of vv, 1% and 22), that a solar
perception of God was shared by both writers can by no means be
readily dismissed. Thus, for example, although Dion rightly argues
for a relative lack of Aten epithets applied to Yahweh in the psalm,
this may reflect a disdain more for Atenism (after all a ‘heresy’ even
in most solar circles) than for solarism per se (or, alternatively, the
observation may be of little consequence since at many points the roles

1. Asnoted earlier, solar cults commonly distinguish between the physical form
of the sun and the deity who is understood 1o be solar in character. See, lor example,
the section on ‘The Significance of God Setting the Sun in the Heavens’, offered
earlier in this chapter.,

2. The explanation that Ps. 104 is a polemic against apagan {that is, foreign)
sun cult secems Jimited by the fact that Atenism was short lived, not typical of sun
cults in general, and had been defunct for half a millennjum or more. Regarding the
possibility, however, that the poem is a polemic against an indigenous Aten-like
perspective an the relatienship beiween Yahweh and the sun, see later in (his
discussion.

3. Or whether poetic language of God as the sun, if applied directly to Yahweh
here, reflects the use of mere poetic imagery or the nation of a link between God and
the sun within the cult,
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of Aten and Yahweh are nonetheless parallel).! Moreover, although
Dion is correct that references to the deity wrapped in light such as
that found in Ps. 104.2 are not limited to contexts of solar deities, this
language is still appropriate for a solar deity and perhaps particularly
for Aten.? Still further to balance Dion's minimalist perspective vis-a-
vis Aten imagery and God himself, an allusion to Yahweh as solar is
perhaps to be found in vv. 28-29 of the psalm. Particularly poignant
here is the line, ‘open your hand, they are well satisfied’ (v. 28b)
which might recall the well-known iconography of Aten in which the
rays of the sun god end with hands,® no less an expression of the
divine provision.* The line which follows, ‘hide your face, they are
termified’ (v. 29a) is also comparable to ‘when you have dawned they
live, When you set they die’ {Il. 99-100} especially when one reckons
with a possible correspondence in Hebrew between God hiding his
*face’ and the disappearance of the ‘sun’ (on which see later in this
study). On balance then, whether the psalmist shared the Egyptian
writer's general perception of God as selar must be judged uncertain.
At any rate, the renunciation of Atenisrm by no means necessarily
entails the renunciation of sclar Yahwism.

A few other considerations point equally to the ambiguous or at
least complex nature of the issue. First, on a methodological note, if it
is acknowledged (as it readily is at least in scholarly circles) that
language of the storm god has been employed to contribute to our
understanding of the character of Yahweh here (and if not here at
least elsewhere), there is no reason why the language of the sun god
which functions similarly to that of the storm god should not also be
understeod to inform our understanding of a facet of Yahweh's
character. (In other words, there are alternatives to a polemical inter-
pretation of sun-god language.} And secondly, on a comparative note,

1. These include, in general, the roles of both Aten and Yahweh as creator and
sustainer of life (passim ) and, in particular, the one who brings on darkness at
which Lime beasts roam (Ps. 1{4.20-23; cf. II. 11-20} and even the one who marks
the seasons (Ps. 104.19; cf. 1. 80). For other similarities hetween Atenism and
Yabwism, sce later in this discussion of Ps. 104,

2. See Redford. Akhenaren, pp. 176-78.

3. See, for cxample, the drawing in T.H. Gaster, ‘Sun’, IDB, IV, p. 464,
fig. 91,

4. Redford, 'Sun-Disc in Akhenaien's Program, I', p. 56. (In the case of the
Egyptian material, the gesture is made specifically before royalty.)
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since Psalm 104 appears also to have a close affinity of some kind with
Genesis 1, it is reascnable to ask whether these two Hebrew literary
works might share a common outlook regarding God and the sun. In
light of this it is relevant to note that, as will soon be argued, Genesis
1 upholds a clear distinction between God and the sun (analogous to
the discontinuity upheld in Ps. 104.19; cf, Gen. 1.14-18) while at rhe
same time upholding a considerable degree of continuity between God
and the disk which he created (cf. Gen, 1.3-5).

Regarding the issue of Psalm 104 as a polemic against a foreign sun
cult, it will perhiaps suffice to point out that such is neither self-evident
nor the only possible explanation, and that an alternative explanation
according to which the psalmist adopted and adapted the Egyptian
hymnic tradition because he could identify with key aspects of the
tradition, including perbaps a solar understanding of the deity,
accounts at least as well for the presence of this ‘sun hymn’ in the
Hebrew Psalter, Thus, on the assumption that Yahweh was manifest as
sun, account can be given for an often-noted tension between Psalm
104 as sun-god literature or the one hand and as perfectly at home
within the Hebrew poetic tradition on the other hand.! Or again on the
assumption of a solar understanding of the deity, account can be given
both for the Hebrew writer’s use of an Egyptian sun-hymn tradition
{peculiar in itself according to a traditional interpretation of the
character of Yahweh in ancient Israel} and for the remarkable
availability of the Egyptian tradition within the context of the worship
of Yahweh half a4 millennium or more afier the time of Akhenaten.?

None of this of course rules out a polemical interpretation. The
extent to which this interpretation is likely depends on the kind of
polemical context theorized. Since Atenism was short lived, had been
defunct for half a millennium or more, and was not typical of Near
Eastern solar cults in general, the plausible contexts are quite limired.
One countext well worth considering, hawever, is a local (thart is,
Israelite) manifestation of certain ‘Atenistic’ tenets,? including the

1. Forexample, Craigie, ‘Comparson of Hehrew Poetry’, p. (8.

2. The rcasons for the availability of the tradition are of course unclear; in light
of the context in which it has surfaced, however, it is not unreasonable to suppose
that the Egyptian sun-hymn tradition was preserved {and was thus valued) within
Israclite circles, probably within the context of the tcmple.

3. Craigie (*Comparison of Hebrew Poetry’, p. 14} has alecady cautiously
alluded to the possibility of a connceiion of some kind hetween Aienism and Istachite



230 Yahweh and the Sun

notion of a one-to-one correspondence between God and the physical
form of the sun {(which, for example, Gibeonite Yahwism might have
upheld). Though uncertain, a context like this of an ongoing struggle
within ancient Israel regarding what constituted a theologically
acceptable form of solar Yahwism would certainly account well for
both the preservation of the Aten tradition {presumably by those
sympathetic with a simplistic link between God and the sun disk) and
the thoroughly Israelite character of Psalm 104—by any reckoning a
sun hymn adapted to suit the particular needs of a Yahwistic cult.

To conclude, the evidence of Psalm 104 is ambiguous with respect
to the question of a solar understanding of the deity on the part of the
psalmist. We may nonetheless be sure that the psalmist has distanced
himself from the concept within Atenism that God was the same as the
sun as a physical object. Beyond this, however, it is not clear whether
the poetic imagery itself reflects a solar understanding of the deity, let
alone whether, on the assumption of allusions to Yahweh as sclar, this
imagery reflects a concrete notion of God as solar within the cult. If a
polemic against sun worship, Psalm 104 was likely directed not
against sun worship in general nor against a foreign cult, but against a
form of solar Yahwism that, like the cult of Akhenaten and perhaps
Gibeon, held to a rather simplistic one-to-one correspondence between
God and the physical form of the sun itself. While neither the notion
of God as solar in Psalm 104 nor the notion that the poem is a polemic
against an indigenous form of Atenism can be established with
certainty, that there was need to react against a simplistic equation of
God and physical sun can at least be argued further on the basis of
Genesis 1 to which the next section is now devoted.

Genesis 1.1-5, 14-18

At this point it is worth diverting ocur attention from Psalms 19 and
104 10 consider another passage in which confusion has arisen over
the claim of the text that the sun was created by God, namely the
account of creation in Genesis 1. Of interest here are vv. 14-18 and
the traditional view that the minimal role assigned to sun and moon in
these verses implies a polemic against Israel’s neighbours who held

rcligion within the conext of a discussion of Psalm 104, Many possible points of
similarity come to mind: iconoclasm, ‘monothcism’, transcendence, complete power,
cosmic regularity, creativity, iendency toward demythologizing, gic.
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that the sun and other astral bodies were deities which often played a
prominent role in creation.' In light of my observation earlier that a
distinction between God and the solar orb which he created does not
necessarily imply discontinuity between God and the sun, it is worth
exploring the possibility that Genesis 1, like 1 Kgs 8.12 and Psalms 19
and 104, may presuppose points of continuity between God and the sun.

First, although Israel was probably not ignoerant of its neighbours’
beliefs about the astral bodies, there is little indication from the
context to suggest that the biblical writer is launching a polemic here
against a foreign cosmogony. Rather, vv. 14-18 play an integral role
within the paralle! structure of the chapter as a whole and this suggests
that these verses simply contribute towards what appears otherwise to
be a rather unselfcanscious articulation of a Hebrew understanding of
creation.

Secondly, the point of vv. 14-18—that the God of Israel acted alone
in creation, that is, without the sun and moon—presupposes a context
in which confusicn could have arisen regarding the relationship
between the God of lsrael and the sun and moon. While the clarifica-
tion of the confusion may have served a polemical purpose vis-a-vis a
foreign cult, there is certainly no reason to doubt that the clarification
was directed rather towards a point of theclogy within Yahwistic
circles.

Thirdly, Genesis | bears testimony to the notion of there being
continuity between God and both the sun and moon. For example, the
first recorded words of Ged are y*hi "or, ‘let there be light’, words so
well known that they might clude the fact that, without reference to
the sun, these words could perhaps be spoken only by a “solar” deity.
Moreover, in addition to ending the darkness that naturally prevailed
before God spoke, the words ‘let there be light' correspond perfectly
with the role of the lights in v. 15, namely, ‘to give light on the
earth’. Mareover, y*hi "0r, ‘let there be light’, is comparable to y*AF
m®'grét, ‘let there be lights’, spoken with respect to the heavenly
luminaries which God created on day four {v. 14). And still further,
there is a clear correspondence between the role of Goed on day one
and the role of the beavenly luminaries on day four (vv. 4, 17-18),
namely, to ‘separate light from darkness’:

1. See, for example, G.I. Wenham, Genesis /-15 (WBC, 1; Waco, TX: Word
Books, 1987), p. 21.
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wayvabdel bén hd'dr abén hahosek
And He |God) separated the light from the darkness. .

wayvintén *o@im "“Iohim birgia' haiitmayim. . .

Phabdil bén ha'or nbén hahoiek

And God set them [the lights] in the firmament of heaven. . .
10 separate the light frem the darkness,

There must be some reason for what clearly appear to be links
between the activity of God and the heavenly luminaries. Although
none of the correspondences are necessarily inconsistent with the
iraditional polemical interpretation, they are nevertheless perfectly
consistent with what we have seen elsewhere to be a conscious attempt
to articulate a distinction between the God of Israel and the sun that at
the same time presupposes continuiry between God and the sun.

In summary, the inordinate amount of atteniion given to the role of
the sun and moon in Gen. 1.14-18 can be understood as a response to
an important theological issue within ancient Israelite religion. The
issue arose in light of the common association between God and the
sun and moon,' and concerned the extent to which God in creation
acted independently of the two great lights with which he was closely
associated. The biblical writer responds emphaticaliy to this issue by
stating that Ged and his activity are by no means limited by his
association with sun and moon. Thus, whereas cantinuity between God
and the sun and moon can be seen through the assignment of roles to
God that normally belong to the sun and moon, a clear and emphatic
message of discontinuity is evident through God’s execution of these
roles independently of the sun and its nocturnal counterpart and in
fact three days prior to a further act whereby God creates these two
‘great lights” (v. 16).

1. Itis beyond the scope of the present study to deal with the role of the moon in
ancient Israelite religion. The reference 10 moon here occasions no difficully,
however; as 1 have mentioned in passing before, the mooen seems to have functioned
as the noctumal counterpart to the sun as a symbol of Yahweh, Regarding Lhe *stars”,
these are mentioned in v. 16, almost as an afterthought. The reference is nonetheless
appropriate in vicw of the association between God and the whole Host of Heaven
(to use the Deuteronomistic expression) and in view of the writer’s purpose to
recount how all (he various aspects of the crealed order came into being.



3. Biblical Evidence 233

Theophanies and 'Seeing the Face of God': A Case for a Solar
Dimension

Consideration is given here to two notions relevant to theophanies,’
namely, the possible presence of poetic language of God as sun in
theophanies and the expression ‘to see the face of God’, an expression
sometimes interpreted with reference to the sun and quite widely
attested in theophanic (and other} contexts.? Each of these issues is
examined briefly, then reconsidered after a digression to Gen. 32.23-
33 [22-32), the relevance of which will become clear.

The subject of theophanies can hardly be considered without
recognizing the important work of Cross and Miller' on theophanies
involving the manifestation of God through nature.* To illustrate this
category of theophanies in such a way as to highlight their nature and
complexities, Deut. 33.2 and portions of Hab. 3.3-15 will be cited.
First, Deut. 33.2:

Yahweh from Sinai came,

Dawned from Seir upon 1}1cm,5

Shone from Mount PParan.

He came® with myriads of Holy Ones’. ..

i. For example, Dent. 33.2; Ps. 18]=2 Sam. 22].8-16 {7-15]; Hab. 3.3-15
{especially vv. 4, 8, 11). On theophanies in general, see in addition to commentaries
on relevant passages, I. Morgensiern, ‘Biblical Theophanies™, Z4 25 (19113},
pp. 139-93; ZA 28 (1914), pp. 15-60 1. Jeremias, Theophdanie: Die Geschichte
einer alttestamenitichen Gattung {(WMANT, 1(h Neukirchen—Viuyn: Neukirchener
Verlag, 2nd edn, 1977); idem, “Theophany in the OT°, IDBSup. pp. 896-98; Cross,
Canaanite Myth, pp. 91-111, 147-94. K. Vollers (‘Die solare Scite des
alttestamentlichen Gottesbegriffes’. ARW 9 [1900], pp. 176-84), argues {or 2 solar
origin of Yahweh in his discussion of the expression ‘glory of YHWI', hut the
argumentation upon which this claim is based was not taken seriously cven in its time
{see, for example, Morgenstern, “Biblical Theophanics [Part 217, pp. 58-539).

2. Sce, for example, Ahlstriom, Psaba 89, pp. 85-89, and the cautious remarks
of M.S, Smith. *“Secing God™ in the Psalms: The Background to the Beatific Vision
in the Hebrew Bible'. CB{ 50 (1988), pp. 171-83.

3. Cross, Canaanite Myth, pp. 147-94, and Miller, Divine Warrior.

4. See, for example, Jeremias, ‘Theophany in the OT, pp. 896-93.

5. The LXX, Syriac, Targum and Vulgate attest o {dn4d, "upon us’; cf. RSV.
BHS suppests emendation 10 # ‘ammd, ‘upon his people’, or the like.

6. Cf Aramaic 'th, "to come’. Another possibility is ‘itz6, *with him' (cf.
Syrac, and Miller, Divine Warrior, p. 78).

7. LXX sun muriasin Kades, "with myriads of Kadesh’. In light of the context
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followed by portions of Hab. 3.3-15:

3 God from Teman came,

The Holy One from Mount Paran.

His splendour covered the heavens,

His praise filled (he earth.

4 Brightncss, there was, like light,

Rays' from his own hand;

Therein His power is concealed. .,

10 The mountains saw you and writhed;
A torrent of waters crossed over;

The deep gave forth its cry,

It lified its hands on high.

11 Sun and moon staod still on high

At the light of your arrows shooling,

Al the brightness of your fleshing spear. ..
15 You trampled the sea with your horses,
Stirring the mighty waters. ..

According to Cross, the starting place for the understanding of the
theophanic material in Deut. 33.2 and Hab. 3.3-15 (and other
passages) is the premise that they are based on theophanies of the
storm god Baal and that as such they are ‘storm theophanics’.’ More

and reference to Meribath-kadeth in Deut. 32.51, it is possible that the phrase
transiated here ‘myriads of Holy Ones’ is a place name; cf, JPSV,

8.  The last stich is abscure and not translawd. Whether this line reflects storm or
solar imagery is debated (on which see later in this discussion). To illustrate the
nature of the debate and difficulties of ranslation, the Massorctes vocalize "853t as if
two words; ¢f, Vulgale's ignea fex. But we must in this casc infer from the second
word a Persian loan word dar, ‘law’, which seems unlikely. Another possibility is an
emendation to "85 lappidér, ‘hre of flames’, implied, [or example, in the rendition of
B3V,

1. The rendering of garnayim as ‘rays’ is justifiable in light of the context, but
must be judged uncerain because this passage is quite obscure and such a meaning is
not clearly attested elsewherc in the Hebrew Bible (J.M. Sasson, *Bovine
Symbolism in the Exodus Narrative’, VT 18 [1968], p. 486).

2. This verse is very obscure. It is nonetheless clear that the imagery is of God
as light and in view of the parallel between v. 3a and Deut. 33.2 it is possible that, to
use Gasler’s words, ‘the pact is comparing the appearance of YHWH fo the sunrise
{cf. vv. 3 and 4dab; cf. Deut 33 2 ) (T.H. Gaster, ‘On Habakkuk 3 4°, JBL 62
[1943], p. 345}

3. Cross, Canaanite Myth, p. 157, For Cross's discussion of Deut. 33.2 in this
work, see Canaanite Myth, p. 101,
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specifically, these biblical storm theophanies are viewed as an example
of a first kind of genre apparent in the Yahwistic refiex of this
mythical material, namely the march of the Divine Wartrior into
battle.'! Thus, whereas in the case of Baal, the battle was against the
forces of chaos such as Yam, ‘Sea’, and Mot, ‘Death’, the battle of
Yahweh, though preserving the mythic imagery relating to a conflict
with the sea, is thought to have been historicized in contexts of battle
in the Exodus and Conguest.?

To evaluate, there can be no doubt that much of the biblical
material describing the manifestation of Geod with resultant effects
upon nature is indebted to imagery like that associated with Baal as
stortn god;® as is well known, parallels between Baal and Yahweh are
clearly evident in the association of both of these deities with the
flood,* thunder and lightning,® riding the clouds,’ and the language of
a cosmic conflict involving the sea.’

In my judgment, however, the legitimate recognition of the
presence of storm-god imagery in these and other passages has some-
times overshadowed another dimension which also needs to be
reckoned with, namely, the presence of sun-god imagery. A clear case
in point is Deut. 33.2 in which the verbs used to describe the appear-
ance of Yahweh are zarah, ‘tise, dawn’, and Adpia’, ‘shine forth’,

1. For a definition of this category, sce Cross, Canaanize Myth, pp. 157, 162-
63, Cross considers Hab. 3.3-15 and Deut. 33.2 as examples of the Warrior's
march, the latter including ‘only the march {rom Sinai northward, the Conguest
proper’. {The other genre focuses on ‘the return of the Divine Warrior to take up
kingship' [Caraanite Myth, p. 162].)

2. Cross, Canaanite Myth, p. 157,

3. Note, for example, the effect upon nature resulting from Baal's speaking after
a window has been opened in his palace in KTU 1.4 VII 25-37.

4. Cf, for example, Ps. 29.10 and RS 24.245 [= KT/ 1.101] 1-3.

5. Cf, for example, Hab. 3.9 and the samc Ugarilic passage cited in the
previous note, I, 3b-4 as well as XTU 1.4 V 6-9. On connections between Baal's
thunder and both Habakkuk and Ps, 29, sce, for cxample, J. Day, ‘Echocs of Baal's
Seven Thunders and Lighinings in Psalm XXIX and Habakkuk I11 9 and the Identity
of the Seraphim in Isaiah VI', VT 29 (1979}, pp. 143-51.

6. Cf, for example, Hab. 3.11 and K70 1.2 1V 8.

7. Cf. for example, Hab. 3.8 and KTU 1.2 L and 1.2 IV, On further possible
connections between Hab. 3.5 and Canaanite mythology, sec 1. Day, ‘New Light on
the Mythological Background to Resheph in Habakkuk I1T 5°, VT 29 (1979},
pp. 353-54.
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images applicable in the case of the sun but not storm. Not sur-
prisingly, then, Deut. 33.2 has often been interpreted with reference
to the sun (alone).! To be sure, as Miller has pointed out, more
general language of fire and light such as that found in Hab. 3.11 is no
less attributable to Baal and other non-solar deities than to a solar
deity,? but the language of Yahweh rising and shining in Deut. 33.2
can hardly be aptly described as a ‘storm theophany’.* In short, there
is a distinctively solar element in some biblical theophanies which
cannot easily be subsumed under the category ‘storm theophany’.
Although often mixed with storm language (as we saw for example in
Psalm 104), solar language is so apparent that, at least in the case of
Deut. 33.2, ‘storm theophany’ is perhaps somewhat misleading.

1. The solar language has recently been noted by M. Smith (*“Seeing God" in
the Psalms’, p. 177) and Carol Meyers (The Tabernacle Menorah: A Syntheric Study
of a Symbol from the Biblical Cult [ASOR Dissertation Series, 2; Missoula, MT:
Scholars Press for ASOR, 1976], p. 145). A typical interpretation which predates
the work of Cross and Miller is offered by G.E. Wright {(*The Book of
Deuteronomy: Introduction and Exegesis’, IB, II, p. 528): ‘In vss. 1-3 it depicts
Gaod as the rising sun, shining upon Israel from Sinai and the wilderness (Seir and
Paran. . .). With him come the myriads of the heavenly host, worshipping him and
ready to do his bidding.’

2. P.D. Miller, Ir, ‘Fire in the Mythology of Canaan and Isracl’, CBQ 17
{1965}, pp. 256-61. In the case of Hab. 3.11, the langueage of light clearly does not
pertain to the physical form of the sun or moon which is distinguished from that
which produces the light, but the langoage of light might be solar in the case of Hab.
3.4, In light of Miller's point, however, such cannot be simply assumed in the case
of Hab. 3.4, noteriously obscure in any case.

3. In support of Deut, 33.2 as descriptive of the march of Yahweh as Divine
Warrior, Miller (Divine Warrior, pp. 76-77) notes the finding at Mari and Ugarit of
names including a verb yp’ together with a theophoric element identifiable with Baal-
Hadad, and cites also CTA 3 iii 34//iv 49: mn.ib.yp " ib Lsre.irkb. 'rps, “What foe has
risen against Baal, Enemy against the cloud rider?’ On the basis of this evidence
Miller concludes that “sparse though the data may be, one is forced to conclude on
this basis that yp' is a term of battle particularly associated with the deity'. To evalu-
ate, the usage of a verb yp' with refercnee to Raal is striking, but (1) in the myth-
ological material cited by Miller, it is not Baal but some enemy who ‘rises up” against
Baal and (2} as O. Loretz has argued (*Ugaritische und hebriische Lexikographie’,
UF 12 [1980], pp. 279-86), Hebrew hdpia”, “shinc forth’, is not to be associated
with Ugaritic yp*, ‘rise up’. In any case, that the meaning of the verb in question is
‘shine forth” in Deut. 33.2 is virtually assured by its occurrence in parallelism with
wruh, ‘rise’, clearly attested in non-martial and explicitly solar contexts.
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What implications can be drawn from the descriptions of Yahweh as
the sun in this early theophanic material? More specifically, does this
language of Yahweh as the sun here merely reflect the use of poetic
imagery to describe God or should it be related to what we have seen
elsewhere to be an understanding of Yahweh as solar within the cult?

A cautious and balanced response seems appropriate in light of
several considerations, not the least of which is the clear fact that,
with few possible exceptions such as Deut. 33.2, the language of God
as sun within this category of theophanies tends to be thoroughly
blended with the language of God as storm deity.

The admixture of sun and storm language may be accounted for in
one of at least two ways. First, it might be that the mythic tradition(s)
which informed the Israelite understanding conveyed the notion of a
deity who was identifiable with both the sun and storm, something like
a ‘solar Baal', But, as Dion has emphasized recently, it is difficult to
find evidence elsewhere in western Asia for a deity who may be
characterized as both storm god and sun god,! and in the case of a few
exceptions {the witness of Philo of Byblos concerning Baal Shamem
and of Macrobius concerning Zeus Heliopolis at Baalbek) the solar
character of these storm deities is arguably a late development.? And
secondly, as M.S. Smith has recently stressed, this blending of sun and
storm language might simply suggest that God’s nature is so great that
his appearance cannot be limnited to one natural phenomencn, an
interpretation with a considerable amount of evidence in its favour.*

On the other hand, however, new evidence has been adduced in the

1. Sec the last few papes of Dion, “YHWH as Sun-God and Storm-God™.

2. See Smith, Early History of Ged, pp. 43-44, 66-67 (nn. 19-20, 25-27) and
Olyan, Asherah and the Cult of Yahweh, pp. 62-64.

3. Smith,""Seeing God" in the Psalms’, p. 180. Smith {who notes a similar
mixing of sun and storm language in the description of Yahweh's kabdd in Ezek.
43.1-5) draws attention 1o Ps. 50.1-3 in which, according to Aloysius Fitrgerald,
Yahweh's procession is described in the language of both the sun (vv. 1b-2} and a
sirgeco (v, 3). Smith also notes a tile from neo-Assyrian times in which the god
Assur is depicted as bath riding a sun disk while he aims a bow at his cnemies and
heing accompanted by storm clouds from which rain is falling. Finally, Smith draws
attention to several passages in Enumna Elish (I, 11 101-102, 157, VI, 1l. 128-2%) in
which solar language is applicd to Marduk to whom storm language is more often
applied. Smith concludes, ‘The depiction of Assur and the description of Marduk
cxalt them by attributing different natural powers to them much as Yahweh is exalted
in Ezek. 43.1-5 and Ps. 50.1-3" (*“Secing God” in the Psalms’, p. 180.).
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present study which suggests the presence of a solar understanding of
Yahweh within ancient Israel. In view of this it is possible that the
solarization of storm language associated with Baal may refiect the
adaptation of this imagery to the cult of Yahweh, At any rate, given
the presence of clear evidence for the notion of Yahweh as sun, it
would be unwise to dismiss too readily the possibility that the langu-
age of God as sun in early theophanic material' involves more than
the mere use of poetic imagery for Yahweh,

Once again, then, it has proven difficult to determine whether or
not solar language used of God in poetic material reflects a concrete
understanding of the deity as sun. Nevertheless, the language of
Yahweh as sun in Deut. 33.2 is at least consistent with a solar under-
standing of the God who marches on Israel’s behalf {on which see
further the section below on Gen. 33). In sum; although the poetic
language of Yahweh as sun in theophanies may reflect a solar
understanding of Yahwceh within the cult, there is nothing in the poetic
language itseif that requires this understanding.

Turning now to the second issue relevant to theophanies, namely the
notion of a possible solar interpretation of expressions for seeing the
face of God, Mark S. Smith has recently asked whether references to
seeing God's face and the shining of God's face in Psalms such as 17,
27 and 63 might indicate that ‘the experience of seeing God was a
solar theophany at dawn’.2 Smith concludes that the language of seeing
God does not refer to a solar theophany because ‘seeing God™ can
refer to the divine presence in centexts in which no solar connotations
are likely and because ‘the experience of God in all these psalms is
never reduced to solar language’.” Having stated this, however, Smith
nonetheless qualifies his judgment and leaves open the possibility of
solar influence:

{. TItis difficult to know from Judg. 5.4-5, perhaps the earliest form of this
tradition, whether a solar understanding of the deity is presupposed in the description
of the 'going forth’ (ys') of Yahweh from Seir and his marching from Edom’s plain.
Such 18 possible but by no means certain,

2. Smith, *“Seeing God” in the Psalms’, p. [75.

3. Smith, ""Seeing God” in the Psalms’, p. 181.
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As psalms of vigil, Psalms 17, 27, and 63 do not reduce the experience of
God’s presence 10 g solar theophany; bot it is possible that the experience
of the dawn afler the night vigil helped o evoke the perception of the
luminescent dimension of the divine presence.

To evaluate, Smith is right that in most instances ‘the face’ of God
simply refers to the divine presence.? Similarly, in many cases the
hope that God's face would ‘shine’ derotes simply the hope for divine
blessing.” In most examples no solar context can reasonably be
inferred from expressions for sceing the face of God. Contrary to the
tenor of Smith’s argument, however, none of these conclusions in any
way precludes the possibility that there might be some cases in which
the sun was associated with the divine presence or even identified with
the face of God. This is because the notion of seeing God’s face might
have implied different things through time or to different groups and
because no solar context would normally be expected even if a
concrete solar image lay behind some refercnces to the notion of
seeing the face of God (in the same way for example that one need not
be present. and often is not, when reference is made to the notion of
that one being seen). Of course, for these theoretical possibilities to be
substantiated there must be at least one case in which the divine
presence when actually manifested (as in a theophany) can indubitably
be equated with the presence of the sun. As [ shall attempt to argue,
Gen. 32.23-33 [22-32] constitutes such a case.

a. Genesis 32.23-33 [22-32]}

In my judgment a hitherte unrecognized case of an association
between the sun and the face of God is Gen, 32.23-33 [22-32], the
well-known story of Jacob’s encounter with the mysterious 'f5 ‘man’
at the river Jabbok. Leaving aside for the moment the problem of the
identity of the ‘mar’ ([ will argue shortly on the analogy of Egyptian

b, Somth, *“Sceing God” in the Psalms’, p. 181.

2. See, for example, R.C. Dentan, ‘Face’, IDB, 1, p. 221, in which Num.
6.25 is cited as evidence that "'to make the face to shine upon” is an indication of
friendly acceptance’, and in which Exod. 10,11 is noted as evidence for ‘face’ as
‘presence’. As M. Fishbane has noted ('Form and Reformulaiion of the Biblical
Priestly Blessing’, JAOS 103 [1983], pp. 116-17), there are Mesopotamian parallels
1o the priesily blessing in Nun. 6.25 which underscore the sense of the bestowal of
favour. (Smith’s article drew my attention to the anticle of Fishbane.}

3. See the previous note,



240 Yahweh and the Sun

literature that he is in fact a pre-dawn phase of the sun, a divine figure
in human form that makes his way through the waters of the
netherworld at night), the following aspects of this familiar story are
relevant to the discussion. (1) Jacob detains the 'f5 until the ‘breaking
of dawn’ (“l6r haksahar) (vv. 25, 27; cf. v. 32 [24, 26; <f. 31]). (2)
Jacob’s having detained the 1§ at daybreak is in turn clearly linked
with his claim, ‘T have seen God face to face’ (a claim which is clearly
difficult to understand by more conventional explanations, since all
that Jacob has secn thus far is a ‘man’ whom he has detained until
daybreak) (v. 31 [30]). (3) Immediately following Jacob’s declaration
that he had seen ‘God face to face’, the narrator, as if to keep anyone
from missing the point, states wayyizrah 16 haifemeSka %er ‘abar 'et
pfrii'él, ‘the sun rose upon him as he passed Penuel’ (that is, Face-of-
God ). Here, T suggest, the narrative leaves the reader with no option
but to equate the rising of the sun with Jacob’s having seen the ‘face of
God'.

At this peoint it might be objected that the present explanation is
flawed because it is dependent upon there being an association between
the face of God (which [ consider to be the sun here) and a figure who
can hardly be identified with the sun because he encounters Jacob at
night and afflicts him at a point which, though admittedly close to
daybreak, may not have involved the appearance of the sun. Far from
crealing a problem, however, the difficulty appears to confirm the
equation between God and the sun.

As Gunkel long ago illustrated so well,! any attempt to resolve
convincingly the problem of the identity of the mysterious 'f¥ must
reckon squarely with the problem why the shadowy figure must
depart by daybreak, twice highlighted as critical to the narrative. An
alternative explanaticn to Gunkel's identification of the man with a
night demon? is that the figure in question is a pre-dawn phase of the
sun who, as in Egyptian literature, travels through the waters of the
netherworld en-route to daybreak.? The time constraint thus lies in the

1. H. Gunkel, Genesis iiberserzt und erkldre (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 7th edn, 1910), pp. 359-65.

2. Gunkel, Genesis, pp. 359-65.

1. The notion that the sun had a cycle which involved a nightly wek through the
netherworld was extremely widespread in the ancicnt Near East. For example, in
Egypt the sun god is attested in three phases: Chepri in the morning, Re during the
day, and Arum/Osins at night. Morcover, representations of this night-time phase of
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fact that it was a physical impossibility for two phases of the sun,
night and morning, to coexist, the appearance of daybreak thus
automatically signalled—even necessitated—ihe departure of the night
phase.! Moreover, unlike Guonkel's explanation, that the ‘man’ is a
pre-dawn phase of the sun brings together key elements of the story as
a whole by providing a common basis upon which 10 understand the
apparently natural yet otherwise inexplicable progression in the story
(a) from the 'i§ ‘man’ tc the point of daybreak, (b) from Jacob
wrestling with the man at dawn to his having ‘seen the face of God’,
and (c) from discussion of sceing the face of God to mention of ‘the
sun’ rising on Jacob when he crossed ‘Penuel’ (Face-of-God), limping
on his hip. What ties the story together of course is that the ‘man’,
seeing the face of God, and the rising sun are all the same.

In view of the importance of this story and in view of the fact that
the best test of an interpretation is its ability to account for the text,
the episode is here cited in full. T leave the reader to decide whether
the story makes good sense on the basis of a two-part hypothesis
according to which (1) the ‘man’ is understood to be a pre-dawn phase
of the sun and (2) the sun itself is presumed to be the face of God:

23 The same night he arose and took his two wives, his two maids, and
his cleven children, and crossed the ford of the Jabbok. 24 He 1ook them
and sent them across the stream, and likewise everything that he had.
25 And Jacobh was left alene; and a man wrestled with him until the
breaking of the day. 26 When the man saw that he did not prevall against
Jacob, he touched the hollow af his thigh; and Jacob’s thigh was put out
of joint as he wrestled with him. 27 Then he said, "Let me go, for the day
is breaking’. But Jacob said, ‘T will not let you go, unless you bless me’.
28 And he said 1o him, “What is your name?’ And he said, ‘Jacob’.
29 Then he said, 'Your name shall no more be called Jacob, but Tsrael,

the sun are essentially human in form, though clearly divine (solar) in nature.
Morcover, that Jacob was at a river might have meant that he was thought to have
been particularly susceptible there to 4 visit from the divine figure who was making
his way through the watery realm below en route to the horizon to the east.

1. A possible exception, of course, is at critical transitional points between
phases such as daybreak, a tension upon which the storyteller capitalizes to provide a
conlext in which Jacob, like no ather, actually saw God face to face by tenaciously
holding on to the ‘¥ at the very point of its transition to the sun, and yet lived—no
doubt because his direct contact with God’s face, that is, the sun, was prior to the
ume of Hs fully-damaging mensity. (Note the obvions parallel between the
impassibility of looking at the sun and secing the face of God.)
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for you have striven with God and men, and you have prevailed’.
30 Then Jacob asked him, “Tell me, [ pray, your name’. But he said,
‘Why is it that you ask my name?" And there he blessed him, 31 So
Tacob called the name of the place Penuel, saying, ‘For [ have seen God
face to face, and yet my life is preserved’. 32 The sun rose upon him as
he passed Penuel, limping because of his thigh. 33 Therefore to this day
the Israelites do not eat the sinew of the hip of the thigh, because he
louched the hollow of Jacob's thigh on the sinew of the hip. (RSV)

Clearly there is far more to this wonderful story than the two-part
interpretation here.! For our purposes, however, it is sufficient to
suggest that Gen. 32.23-33 [22-32] provides not only a clear case in
which the notion of seeing the face of God is synonymous with seeing
the sun,? but a clear case also of a theophany to an individual in which
the divine is manifested as a ‘solar” being.

b. Seeing the Face of God in the Psalms Reconsidered

To return briefly to the notion of seeing God in the Psalms, in light of
the evidence adduced above which strongly suggests an association
between the sun and seeing the face of God at least in some contexts
{and in light also of Ps. 24.6 which will be considered shortly), that
therc are cases in the Psalms in which seeing the face of God refers to
a solar theophany at dawn is far more likely than Smith has implied.
As reasonable a candidate as any is Ps.17.15:

1. Elsewherc I plan 1o argue that this story and other elemenis in the conflict
between Jaceb and Esau have a clear paraliel in the conflict ol the two brothers in the
Egyptian ‘Tale of Two Brothers'. Suffice it to note in support of my hypothesis that
in both stories the deity who facilitates the reconciliation of two brothers wha find
themselves on opposite sides of a river (and in each case at the time of ‘dawn’,
‘when the sun disk rises’) is solar in character.

2. Egyptian Hicrature is of course familiar with the understanding that the sun is
the face of Re. Note, for example, words of those wha tow the boat of the sun god
Re through the netherworld at night: “We follow Re towards heaven. Mayest thou
have power over thy preat face, oh Re. Mayest thou be satisfied with thy mysterions
face, oh Re. Re's face is opened [that is, his disk begins 1o spread light]”. The
translation is by J. Zandee, ‘The Buok of Gales', Liber Amicorun: Studies in
Honour of Professor Dr C.J, Bleeker (Leiden: Brill, 1969), pp. 316-17.

3. Ps. 17.15 was suggested by Smith as a possible case of a solar theophany
(*"Secing God"” in the Psalms’, p. 175), but later rejecied on the grounds that
“miing, ‘form’, is similar to pdnim, ‘face’, in denoting the divine presence (*“Secing
Gaod"” in the Psalms’, p. 181). In response, the argument I used earlier in the case of
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“Ani bsedeq "ehzeh panékd

'esb™'a Bhagis i mindtekd

As for me, 1 shall behold thy face in rightcousness;

When | awake, 1 shall be satisfied with beholding yous form. (RSV)

¢. Deuteronomy 33.2 Reconsidered in Light of Genesis 33.1-16
Finally, to return to the matter of whether the solar imagery of Deut.
33.2 reflects a solar understanding of the deity, a further argument
which bears on this matter arises {rom the interpretation of Gen.
32.23-33 [22-32] offered above, but includes consideration of the
broader narrative framework of Genesis 33-34.

It has long been noted that there must be some kind of direct
correspondence between Jacob having seen the face of God and his
staternent to Esau in the chapter which immediately follows, ‘for to
see your face [Esau’s] is like seeing the face of God, with such favour
vou have received me’.' To be sure, the correspondence can be
accounted for in part on the basis of the fact that, like God, Esau
responded favourably to Jacob.? However, in light of the obvious
significance attributed to Jacob’s having, incredibly, seen God ‘face to
face’ on the night before this suspense-filled human encounter, and in
light also of the relative rarity of the expression ‘to see the face of
God’ elsewhere in Genesis, it would be surprising if there were no
more sighificance to the claim that seeing Esau’s face was like secing
the face of God beyond the mere fact that Esau, like God, bestowed
favour. As [ hope to show, the significance of the comparison between
seeing Esau’s face and seeing the face of God lies in a parallel between
the march of Esau from Seir (for example Gen. 32.4) and the theo-
phanic tradition of the march of Yahweh as sun from Seir (Deut. 33.2).

panim equally applies in the case ol fFruing: that the noun denotes the divine presence
does not exclude possible nccasional reference to the sun as a tangible sign of that
prescrice. Moreover, in Deut. 4 the prohibition against the worship of the sun occurs
in the context ol the claim that Yahweh at Horeb had no #mitnd "form’. This seems
to imply that the covenant community whom the writer addresses understood the sun
to be a ‘form’ of Yahweh. For a criticism of the aliernative cxplanations for the
meaning of seeing God in Ps. 17 (and elsewhere), see Smith, ' “Seeing God” in the
Psalms’, pp. 173-76. Sce also my discussion of Deutcranomy offered carlier in this
chapter.

L. That is, ki ‘al ken rd’7ti paneyka kir'dr ptné “*lohim wattirséni (Gen. 33.10).

2. This is in fact a good example of the usage of ‘1o see the face of God’ as an
expression of divine favour.
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According to Gen. 32.4, Esau marches northward from the land of
Seir of Edom (cf. 33.1, 12-17), accompanied by his army. Moreover,
the march of Esau with bis entourage is mentioned in the verse that
immediately follows the description of Jacob’s encounter with the
divine-solar figure, ‘And Jacob lifted up his eyes, and saw Esau
coming and with him four hundred men..."" Further, following the
description of the encounter with Esau in which seeing his face is
equated with seeing the face of God, the text twice mentions ‘Seir’.?

The point is no doubt clear by now: there is a parallel between the
poetic tradition of the march of Yahweh as the sun from Seir and the
narrative tradition of the march of Esau as the ‘face of God' from
Seir. In other words, Yahweh as sun in Deut. 33.2 does exactly what
Esau as the 'face-of-God’ does in Gen. 32-33; as ‘sun’ and on account
of Israel, he marches northward from the land of Seir of Edom (Deut,
33.2: ¢f. Hab, 3.3-4), accompanied by an army host.?

Finally, to consider this narrative paraliel in light of the question
whether the march of Yahweh as sun from Seir as reflected in Deut.
33.2 is genuinely solar, the parallel of course cannot be adduced in
favour of such a notion since its validity is dependent upon a solar
understanding of the poetic material. The impasse thus remains. The
parallel nonetheless appears to be consistent with the notion that
Yahweh's rmarch from Seir as sun was understood to convey more
than mcre poetic imagery and thus perhaps a genuinely scolar under-
standing of the deity. Moreover, the parallel offers a clear explanation
for the otherwise obscure but unmistakable allusion in Gen. 33.10 to
‘seeing the face of God’ in 32.23-33 [22-32].

Psalm 24 and the Procession of the Ark
Psalm 24, and with it the ceremony of bringing the ark into the
Jerusalem temple which it recounts,* also appear to show signs of an

1. Gen 331

2. Gen. 33.14, 16.

3. Whether MT merib®bt kodes in Deut. 33.2 refers 1o a heavenly host or not
{so Cross, Canaanite Myth, p. 101, RSV, NIV) is less than clear. This interpretation
is highlighted for the purposcs of the parallel. That Yahweh in his march would be
accompanied by a host of attendants might be assumed in any case; cf. Judg. 5.20,
Hab. 3.5.

4. Although its nature is debated, in all probability an ark procession underiies
the psalm (see, for example, Kraus, Psafms -39, p. 312). I do not find convincing
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association between the sun and Yahweh. Although none are
particularly compelling in themselves, the indicators when considered
as a whole render it highly plausible that Psalm 24 presupposes a solar
understanding of Yahweh of Hosts, the King of Glory. The indicators
of this are as follows, beginning with a few general considerations
based upon what has been adduced clsewhere in this study concerning
the loci of solar Yahwism.

First, evidence examined earlier in this study (including for
example Ps. 80) pointed to a possible solar connotation to the expres-
sion yhwh sha’dt, ‘Yahweh, Sublime Host', or the like. It is perhaps
no coincidence then that this epithet, rare in the Psalms, occurs as a
kind of climax within Psalm 24 (v. 10)." Secondly, that yhwh s%hi'6t
should be interpreted with reference to the sun in this psalm receives
further support from the occurrence of the epithet in parallelism with
the expression ‘the King of Glory’, both elements of which have at
times similarly been interpreted with reference to the sun.? And
thirdly, many have argued that the setting for the ark procession
described in this psalm is the autumnal Feast of Booths.” If so, it is
relevant in light of an apparently solar dimension to the Feast of

the alternativee explanation of Coaper, according to whom Ps. 24.7-10 is a fragment
of a myth in which the high God confronts the gatckeepers of the netherworld either
upon the deily’s entrance o or return [rem the netherworld (A, Cooper, ‘Ps 24:7-10:
Mythology and Excgesis’, JBL 102 [1983], pp. 37-60). Cooper’s inlerpretation,
however, may be no less amenable to a solar understanding lor the characier of the
deity, Yahweh of Hosts, whe emerges triumphantly from the netherworld (see
Cooper, ‘Ps 24:7-18¥, p. 44 n. 37},

1. Sce Cooper, ‘Ps 24:7-10", p. 52, Incidentally, alihough I am not convinced
by Cooper's interpretation of Ps. 24.7- 10, it can nonetheless be seen to imply a selar
understanding for the character of yhwh sebd'dr which is compaiible with my own
view {Cooper, ‘Ps 24:7-107, pp. 44, 52-55; ¢f. my discussion, ‘The Epithet
“Yahweh of Hosts™ ).

2. For reference to Yahweh as ‘king” by solar Yahwists, sec for example, Zeph.
1.6 and the interpretation of matkdam ‘their King’, offered earlier in this study. On the
notion of light and even sunlight associated with ‘glory’, see respectively G. von
Rad, OQid Testament Theology (2 vols., New York: Harper & Row, 1962 [German,
19571, 11, p. 240, and Ezck. 43.2 (on which see my discussion carlicr in this
chapter); cf, also Isa. 60.1-3. The many works of J. Morgenstern advocate a solar
nterpretation of the glory of the Lord {(sec throughout this study).

3. [Irefer to the well-known theary of an autumnal festival of the enthronement
of Yahweh. See lurther, the next section of this book.
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Booths {on which see both later and earlier in this study)} to note by
implication a possible! solar context for this ‘enthronement psalm’.

A few observations of Morgenstern also lend some force to a
possible solar understanding of the deity in Psalm 24. Concerning
reference in this psalm to the ¥'drim, ‘gates’ of the temple and its
pithé “oldm, ‘eternal doors’, Morgenstern makes two comments, the
sccond of which is dependent upon the validity of the first for its
relevance here. First, Morgenstern concludes that an early Christian
wradition and perhaps one reflected in the Talmud as well imply that
the gates referred to in Psalm 24 were in fact the eastern gates of the
temple.® And secondly, Morgenstern notes that this eastern gate had
names (for example ‘Golden Gate’, and even ‘Sun Gate’)? as well as
traditions associated with it that are clearly amenable to a solar
understanding of Yahweh.?

A few other factors are relevant to the question of a solar percep-
tion of Yahwch in Psalm 24, First, a solar understanding of Yahweh
of Hosts, King of glory, makes good sense of the problematic imagery
of v. 7%

I. INo great weight should be placed on the last point, however, since the
biblicat material nowhere explicitly links the Feast of Booths with an ark procession
beyond the original coincidence of these events in | Kgs 8.2-5 (perhaps only 2 one-
time cccurrence and thus not descriptive of later practice). See turther, de Vaux,
Ancient Israel, pp. 505-506.

2. Morgenstern, 'Gates of Righteousness®, pp. 14-15. Even if it could be
established (hat both traditions clearly reflect an understanding that the gates
mentioned in Ps, 24 were 1the eastern gates of the temple, the waditional under-
standing might nol have been correct. Morgensiern mentions also that the designation
of the eastern gate 1oday as “The Elemal Gate® might evoke recollection of Ps, 24.7,
but the same point applies in this casc,

3. Morgenstern, ‘Gates of Righteousness®, p. 20. The 1almudic term for the
castern gate, §'r hrysyr, 'Sun Gate’, occurs iny, ‘Erub. ¥V 22c.

4.  See Morgenstem, “The Gates of Righteousness’, pp. [-37.

5. For example, Kraus (Psalms 1-30, p. 315) suggests thal the verse probably
reflects & tension concemning the relationship between the earthly and heavenly
temples {which were one) and conceming the dimensions of the former in view of its
being also the latice. Cross (Conaanite Myth, pp. 91-99) suggests that the city wall is
described figuratively as if the divine council of Yahweh who, like the divine
assembly on one occasion in the Baal cycle, raise their heads [rom Lheir knees at the
coming of the deity. Though possible, it is open to question whether a wall is likely
as a figure for the divine council. In any case, the emphasis in the verse seems clearly



3. Biblical Evidence 247

Lift vp your heads, O pates,
Be liled up, () ancient doors,
That the King of Glory may enier!

To understand the significance of the imagery one needs only to
imagine worshippers putting words to the wish that the ‘King of
glory’ {that is, Yahweh of Hosts as sun )} might be able, quite iterally,
to fit under the eastern temple gates along with his throne, the ark,
and for this 10 happen, of course, the doors and gates would have to
be higher.! (On what other basis is it possible to explain the emphasis
in the verse on the doors/gates being heightened as a means of
permitting the King of Glory to emier? Though it might be merely
poetic, the imagery of Yahweh as celestial if not specifically solar
seems clear.)

Secondly, a solar understanding of Yahweh of Hosts, King of
Glory, may be adduced from v. 6 {to which brief reference was made
in connection with Gen. 32-33}. Virwally every commentator has
noted of the MT of v. 6, zeh dor dorfsayw® m*bagq®¥% panéka
ya'%ob, ‘This is the generation of those who seek Him, who seek your
face, O Jacob’, that the second line makes little sense in the context;’
since Yahweh is referred to in the first line {‘those who seek Him’),
Yahweh and not Jacob must be referred to in the second line. In spite
of the apparent corrupticn of the MT, the original form of the second
line can nonetheless probably be identified on the basis of the LXX
which reads, zetounton to prosopon tou theou lakab, ‘those who scek
the face of the God of Jacob’.* In view of the interpretation of
Gen. 32.23-33 offercd earlier and what it meant for Jacob to see the
face of God, it is possible that the expression ‘the face of the God of

ta fall not on the wall so much as on the gales/doors, and particularly on their need to
be higher in order to permit the King of Glory to enter.

1. This explanation acconnts for why particular cmphasis is placed upan the
gates/doors and in particular upon their height (and the need for this height to permit
the entry of the King of Glory). Interestingly, the inerpretation offers a possibic
solution to the preblem of the apparent lack in Israel of a cultic symbol with which to
celebratefre-enact Yahweh's enthronement (on which see further the following
seclion),

2. Qere. Ketiib reads drsw .

3. For example, Kraus (Psalms 1-39, p. 311) judges the MT reading ‘hardly
possible according Lo the parallelism and the context’.

4. This is the reading followed, for example, in the RSV.
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Jacob™ was taken to be a rather explicit allusion to Yahweh as the sun,
in which case it is easy to account for the alteration of the MT of v. &b
(and perhaps also for the fact that the expression ‘face of the God of
Jacob’ is rot found elsewhere in the Old Testament}. In this passage,
then, the psalmist’s description of the faithful pilgrims as a generation
of those who ‘seek the face of the Ged of Jacob’ strongly implies that
these worshippers shared a solar understanding of Yahweh of Hosts,!
the King of Glory about to enter the gates of the sanctuary.? Like
Psalm BO, this psalm probably identifies yhwh 5%hd°é: with the sun.
Moreover, it suggests that the sun played an important role in a cultic
setting in which Yahweh's ark was understood to enter his sanctuary
(possibly on the occasion of an autumnal festival, to which
consideration is given below).

An Autumnal Festival as a Locus for Solar Yahwism?
Throughout this study a number of factors have pointed to a possible
connection between the Feast of Booths and solar elemenis within
Yahwism as practised at the Jerusalem tempie.® The purpose of this
section is to draw together these factors as a means of supporting a
hypothesis to the effect that an autumnal festival of the Feast of Booths
was an important focus for solar Yahwism in ancient Israel.*
First, however, a word of clarification is in order.

By referring to an autumnal festival of the Feast of Booths I refer,
but do not commit myself, to the well-known theory according to

I, In lorther support of a solar perception of Yahweh of Hosts in Ps. 24, it is
interesting 1o compare the reference in v. & to Yahweh as a gibbér, ‘hero’ with the
notion of the sun god as a ‘hero’ (cf. for example, Ps. 19.6 [53]).

2. CI Ps. 118.19-20, 26-29, 1he possible relevance of which is highlighted
later in this study, in the discussion of the autumnn festival as a possibic focus for
solar Yahwism.

3. In view of the purpose of this book, T do not propose 1o discuss this feast
heyond potnting to a solar dimension to it. For detailcd discussions of the feast, see,
for example, de Vaux, Ancienr Israel, pp. 495-502; Gaster, Festivals, pp. 80-104;
R. Martin-Achard, Essai biblique sur les fétes d'fsrael (Geneva: Labor et Fides,
1974), pp. 75-92; 1.C. Rylaarsdam, ‘Boolhs, Fcast of’, IDR, I, pp. 455-58.

4. A similar judgment, though based for the most part on different {and
oftcn inadequate) evidence, has been reached by J. Morgenstern in his ‘Cates
of Righteousness’, pp. 1-37. My bypothesis was formulated independently of
Morgenstern. Since having arrived al a similar conclusion, [ have nonetheless
gleaned relevane evidence from the work of Morgenstern.
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which the Feast of Booths should be understood within the broader
context of a New Year festival at which time, for example, the ark
was processed and (he kingship of Yahweh of Hosts was celebrated or
even re-enacted.!

There are reasons for expressing ambivalence toward this rather
‘full-blown” Autumn Testival of Yahweh’s Enthronement.? On the one
hand, a number of unsubstantiated assumptions arc often made with
respect 1o this festival in pre-cxilic [srael (for example the notion of
an autumnal ‘New Year' in pre-exilic Israel,’ and the celebration
specifically of Yahweh's kingship)." On the other hand, however, a
surprising number of features which scholars often associate with the
Autumnal Festival have been shown in this study to possibly reflect the
outlook of solar Yahwism,® and this lcads one 1o suggest that if there
was an Autumnal Festival of Enthrenement, it bore the marks of
solarized Yahweh worship, Moreover, selar Yahwism offers a clear
solution 1o one of the chief criticisms of the theory of the cultic celeb-
ration of Yahweh's kingship, namely that in Israc! therc was no
tangible cultic symbol with which to celebrate/re-cnact the enthrone-
ment of Yahweh.® Thus, for example, the horses and chariot(s) of the
sun must have had some role within the cult of Yahweh and in light of

1. See, for cxample, §. Mowinckel. The Psalm in Isracl's Warship (2 vols,
Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1962) and J. Eaton, Kingship and the Psalms (The Biblical
Seminar; Sheffield: JISOT Press, 2nd edn, 1986).

2. For a fair and thorough analysis of the pros and cons vis-3-vis an aulumnal
New Year festival in ancient Isracl, sce, D.I. Block, "New Year', JSRE, 111,
pp. 529-32,

3. On the uncertainty of an antumnal New Year in pre-exilic Israel, see Clines,
‘Auvtumnal New Year in Pre-exilic Tsrael Reconsidered”, pp. 22-40: idem, ‘New
Year™. pp. 625-29.

4. De Vaux, Ancienr Israel, pp. 505-506, who also evaluates the theory in
gencral (pp. 504-506). For a similarly helpful evaloation, sec also Kraus, Psafms f—
59, pp. 86-8%.

5. For example, the time of the avtumnal cquinox, the worship of yhwh 575361,
the procession of the ark, and the incorporation of elements associated with the Feast
of Booths (cf. for example, Zech. 14).

6. H.-I. Kraus, lor example, siates the problem as follows: ‘How could an
enthronement of Yahweh in Isracl have been carried out in the Arst place? There is
here no divine image that could have been lifted up 1o a throne, nor is any cultic
symbol familiar to us thal might have represented Yahweh' (Kraus, Psalms 1-59,
873
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such passages as Ps. 24.7, it is not difficult to imagine that the march
of the ark through the gates of the temple perhaps coincided with the
westward march of the sun.! Thus, while I reserve judgment on the
exact nature of the autumnal festival beyond what may be reasonably
judged about the Feast of Booths, in setting forth the hypothesis I
nonetheless include elements linked with the great Autumn Festival as
interpreted more broadly by Mowinckel and others.2 In either case,
my hypothesis is the same: the autumnal festival of Booths appears to
have been a locus for solar Yahwism in ancient Istael. Having
highlighted an important point of uncertainty, we may now consider
several points which support the hypothesis, Though no one point is
conclusive, a combination of factors outlined below supports the
hypothesis.

1. A wadition in the Mishnah relates that during the Feast of Booths
two priests, accompanied by a multitude, assembled at dawn at the
eastern gate of the temple area and at sunrise confessed the following
as they faced the temple to the west:

Our fathers when they were in this place wrmed with their backs to the
temple and their faces toward the cast, and they worshipped the sun
toward the cast; but as for us, our eyes are turned toward the Lord.?

The clear allusion to Ezek. 8.16 falls short of proving that it was on
this same occasion of the Feast of Booths that, at an earlier pericd, the
solar rite to which the Mishnah and Ezekiel refer took place, but it
certainly welcomes this conclusion as a possibility.*

1. OnPs. 24.7, see the interpretation suggested in the previous section.

2. On the assumption that the festival included the elements of sun and cultic
procession involving both deity (as sun) and affirmation of the king's reign, a rough
analogy might be something like the Egyptian sd-festival at the time of Amenophis
I¥/Akhenaten (on which see Redford, Akhenaren, pp. 122-30).

3. M Suk 5.4

4. Othcrs have madc similar judgments abowt the implications of this particular
rite {called the Rejoicing at the Beth Ha-Shoehah) for our understanding of the Feast.
For example, Gaster in stating, ‘this ceremony. .. was originally a magical rite, its
purpose being to rekindle the decadent sun at the tme of the autumnal equinox and to
hail it when it rose at dawn’. assumes a connection between this practice and an
original aspect of the significance of the Feast (T.H. Gaster, The Festivals of the
Jewish Year [New York: William Sloane Associates, 1953], p. 83). Martin-Achard
(Essai bibligue, p. 87 n. 46) writcs in a somewhat similar vein stating that, although
solar, the rile has been redirccted by the rabbis with reference w0 the one God.,
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2. Also attested in the Mishnah is a spectacular rite which took place
during the night previous to the rite just described and which involved
lights.' The light from this rite, said to have been so brilliant that it lit
up every court in Jerusalem, came from four enormous candelabra lit
with wicks made from pricstly garments and from burning torches
juggled by pious men who danced before a merry throng.? Though
not certain, an ancient connection of some kind between this
spectacular light show and either the motion of the sun at the time of
the autumnal equinox® or the full moon at harvest* is possible, as
others have observed.”

3. That the solar ritc referred to in Ezek. 8.16 took place during the
Feast of Booths is also suggested by the fact that a setting ‘at the
Feast'® (clearly the Feast of Booths) is assigned to the ceremony of the
dedication of the temple in 1 Kings 8, a passage with which Ezek. 8,16
has several parallels,”

4. Although the biblical text does not unambigucusly assign a time
for the solar rite described in Ezek. 8.16,% a time at the Feast of
Booths is suggested still further by v. 17 with which v. 16 is

l. M. Suk. 5.2-4; cf. Gaster, Festivals, pp. 82-83, Hillyers, ‘Feast of
Tabernacles', pp. 49-50, N.H. Snaith, The Jewish New Year {London: SPCK,
19473, pp. 89-90.

2. M Suk 54

3. Sec, for cxample, Gaster, Festivals, p. 83,

4. Sec, for example, Snaith, New Year Festival, pp. 89-91. The notion of 2
conncction with the Tull moon of harvest complicates the hypothesis, but does not
undermine it, since I have tentatively assumed throughout this study that the moon
probably functioned as the nocturnal counterpart to the sun as a cultic manifcstation
of ¥ahweh. Celebrants thus might well be expected to lake advanizge of timing of the
feast both at the time of the harvest moon (reputed to be the brightest of all full
moons) znd at or near the time of the autumnal cquinox. Morcover, as noted earlicr,
the time of the Feast of Booths is ideal for a solar-lunar Yahwistic rite, since the
bright harvest moon appears at the time of the sctting of 1he equinoctial sun.
{Analogues may be found, for example, in the role of the moon as representative of
the ‘solar’ Horus of Edfu and as the cye of Re))

5. See the previous 1wa noles.

6. 1Kgs 8.2; cf. 8.65.

7. See my secuon on Ezek. 8.16-18, offered earlier in this chapter.

8. As noted carlicr, 1t is not clear whether the date given in Ezek. 8.1 (late
September, near the time of the astumnal equinox) is relevant to the rte of
vy, [6-18,
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probably to be associated. Ezek. 8.17 makes reference to a rite
invelving the extending of branches which is comparable at many
points with the well-known practice of branch-waving during the
Feast of Booths.!

5. The exact time for the beginning of the Feast of Booths was set at
some point in time with reference to the full harvest moon (Tishri
L5), and the general date of the Feast of Booths was set with reference
to the autumnal equinox.’ The date of the autumnal festival is thus
ideally suited for a cultic celebration in which sun and perhaps also
moon (the sun's nocturnal counterpart) were understood as
manifestations or symbols of Yahweh.

6. As noted earlier, Zech. 14.16 assigns a setting at the Feast of
Booths for the annual pilgrimage that is to follow the apocalyptic-like
scene described earlier in the same chapter. In addition to its well-
known role as a ‘proof-text’ for a connection between the Feast of
Booths and the celebration of Yahweh as king,? v. 16 is not without
relevance to the present hypothesis for one or more of the following
reasons: (1) the apocalyptic scenc in the preceding context (vv. 1-15)
which plausibly reflects the outlook of a selar Yahwist is perhaps
similarly set at the Feast of Booths;* (2) according to at least one
scholar, several elements within the chapter as a whole (for example
‘living waters’, v. 8; ‘ne rain’, v. 17) play on imagery relating to the
Feast of Booths;® and (3) the possibly cultic {and more specifically

1. See m. Swkk. 3.9, 4.5, Sec my earlier discussion of Ezek. 8.16-18.

2. Exod. 23.14-17; 34.18-26. Whereas the setting of months and exact dates
within the month were made with reference to the moon within the framework of 2
lunisolar calendar, equinoxes {and solstices) were pivotal for regulating the year and
seasons within the year, including the beginning of autumn and harvest time which
the Feast of Booths commemorates. On the relevance of the equinox for the date of
the feast, sce, for example, D.F. Morgan, ‘Calendar’, /SBE, I, pp. 575, 576.
Regarding the apparently general nature of the relationship between the Feast of
Booths and the exact time of the cquinox, there is no way of knowing whether this is
significant to the hypothesis without knowledge of the exact orientation of the temple
and without # better understanding of the nature of the calendar in ancient Tsrasl.

3. Also well known are the limitations of the verse as a proof lext; see, for
example, the negative assessment of de Vaux, Ancient Israel, p. 506.

4. Sece my earlier discussion of Zechariah, including the reference o the work of
Harrelson,

5. Gaster, Fesrivals, pp. 92-93. On assumption of a connection betwecn the
Feast of Booths and the procession of the ark (from the east gate), other possible
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solar) nature of the horse referred to in v. 20 (ef. 2 Kgs 23.11).

7. Also noted earlier and relevant for an autumnal festival which
includes celebration of Yahweh as king and the procession of the ark
is the possible link between a solar understanding of Yahweh and each
of these elements: the ark and its procession, and Yahweh epithets
‘King',"King of Glory’, and yhwh s°ba’é1.

8. Language that associates God with light is often used in passages
which have as their stated or commonly supposed setting the Feast of
Booths.! One of the more intrigning of these passages is Ps. 118.26-
27, located towards the end of the Egyptian Hallel (Pss. 113-18) and
immediately following the cry of v. 25 (whence came the name of the
rite of the Feast of Booths, Heshianah}):

clements include the procession of Yahweh (from the cast) {vv, 1-5) and the notion
of Yahweh as ‘king’ (v. 9). Gaster (Festivals, p. 92) includes reference also to a
possible connection between the language of sun {v. @) and the aulumnal equinox,

1. The passages are as follows (specilic verses menlioning light are in
parenthescs): 1 Kgs 8 {v. 53 1.XX); Isa. 2.1-5 (v. 5), 60 {vv.1-3); Ezek B
{vv, 16-18); Zech. 14 (vv. 6¢-7); Pss. 113 (v. 37, 118 {v. 27). (See further the
discussion of these passages in this chapter.) A passage with less certain connections
with the: Feast of Booths and mentioning light in its broader context is Isa. 30.29 (cf.
vy, 26, 27, 3. It is inleresting in light of what has been argued in this study
concerning the significance of Solomon’s prayer that ! Kgs 8.2-21, 54-66 are
chosen as the readings from the prophets on the sceond and eighth day of the festival
(Gaster, Festivals, p. 94). Marlin-Achard (Essai bibligue, p. 92) notes that in
rabbinic tradition the book of Ecclesiastes {in which the relrain with sun repeatedly
oceurs) is customarily read at Sukkoth.

2. The imagery of light occurs also at the beginning of the Egyptian Hallel in the
cxpression mimmizrah Semnes ‘ad mbé'd mehullal 3em yhwh, ‘from the rising of the
sun to its setting, praised be the name of Yahweh' (Ps. 113.3). Here, however, it is
possible that the reference 1o the sun bas no significance beyond its clear use in a
commaon expression of extended space (¢f. Mal. 1.11 and the Phoenician Karatepe
inscription TKAT 26 1.4-5]). Tn light of the absence of the article on TemeF here (but
also elsewhere in the expression), ils position at the beginning of the Hallel, and the
language of the God of glory in heaven in the next three verses of Ps. 113, it is
possible that this psalm subtly reflects an association between Yahweh and the sun,
but this is far from cenain.
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Blessed is he who enters in the name of the Yahweh;
We bless you from the house of the Yahweh,

God is Yahweh, He has given light 1o us;!

Bind the festal (procession) with branches,?

Up 10 the horns of the altar?

Although in each passage the imagery of light obviously does not
necessarily imply a solar dimension to the character of Yahweh, the
references in this passage to the altar of burnt offering, to a public
procession involving branches and to the ‘Gates of Righteousness’®
(v. 19) are clearly amenable to the notion of Yahweh manifested as

sun.?

9. There are a few suggestive links between the Festival of Sukkoth

1. The expression '@ yhwh wayvd'er Mni can be translated a number of ways,
espectally in hight of the Syriac, Targum and Vulgate which omit the conjunction and
presuppose the jussive yd'gr. Examples of other ways in which the passage could be
understood include, ‘El is Yahweh, He has giver us light’, *The Lord is a god, and
he has given us light’ or ‘Supreme Lord, give us light!”

2. Or ‘cords’. The sense offered here is essentially that of the RSV, For the
meaning, ‘branches” (so RSV), sec Ezek. 19.1]1 and BDB, p. 721. At the Feast of
Booths, the priests and people held branches during ceremonies associated with the
altar, Two alternatives are that the lesial offering was 10 be bound with cords, or, that
perhaps the festal falab was 10 be bound with cords. (There is some discussion in m.
Sukk. 3.8 ubout whether the fufabs should be bound with branches or cords. Also,
according to R. Meir, ‘1t is a faci that men of Jerusalem used to bind up their fulabs
with goiden threads'.)

3. Thatthe verse is suggestive of “solar symbolism” has also been noted by May
(‘Solar Aspects’, p. 278) who renders the verse ‘El is Yahweh, And he gives us
light’ and who compares the verse with Ezck, 43.2 in which it says of Yahweh who
comes from the east, entering the eastern gate of the temple, weha'dres heé'ird
mikk*hodé, *and the carth shone from his glory’.

4. Morgenstern, ‘Gates of Righleousness’, pp. 1-37, esp. p. 34, Ps. 24
supgests to mc that Morgensiern's thesis should be accepted, though only in part.

5. In the casc of some other passages, connection of 2 soit hetween this feast
and solar elemenlts has been suggested by means other than the language of Yahweh
as providing light, such as association with the sanctuary of ‘Yahweh of Hosts' at
Shiloh or use of the language of the God of heaven possibly reflecling a concrete
understanding of God as sun. On Yzhwceh of Hoests at Shiloh, sce | Sam. 1.3, 21
{cf, also Judp. 21.16-21), the discussion of Yahweh of Hosts offered carlier in this
study, and the discussion of Shiloh olfered by Rylaardsam, 'Booths', p. 456. On
the plausibly suggestive nature of the language of the God of heaven, see 1 Kps 8.2,
65 {LXX) and Neh. 9.6.
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and the place ‘Succoth’ in the Transjordan which seems to have had
some connection with the feast beyond the mere correspondence in
name.! The biblical explanation for Succoth occurs in Gen, 33.17
which states that Succoth was so named because when Jaceb travelled
there he built ‘booths’ for his livestock. Perhaps more significantly,
however, this description of Jacob's journey to ‘Succoth” oceurs in the
verse that immediately follows the description of Jaceb’s encounter
with Esau, a passage for which a solar interpretation has been offered
and that in part plays upon the solar connotation of another place
name, Penuel, ‘face-of-God'.2 Moreover, the place Succoth is located
in an area in which other place names with solar connotations occur,
including ma ‘lé heres, ‘ascent of the sun’, clearly known to the
inhabitants of Succoth,” and, to judge from Gen. 32.23-33 [22-32],
both Penuel and Jabbok as well. Further, according to the writer of |
Kgs 7.46, it was in the ground near Succoth that Solomen himself cast
all the bronze implements which Hiram had made for the temple of
Jerusalem. (As argued earlier, Solomon, the temple of Solomon, and
at least the bronze altar were all inspired at least to some extent by a
solar cult,)

To conclude, while no single line of evidence in itself is sufficient to
warrant the conclusion that an autumn festival was an impertant locus
for the cultic celebration of Yahweh as {(manifested in the) sun, the
cumulative evidence makes the hypothesis a reasonable one.

Conclusion

The combined evidence of both the archacological and biblical data
will be considered in the next chapter. Suffice it to note here that the
biblical material appears to bear witness in many places to the
integration of solar and Yahwistic elements and indeed at several

1. That there must be some connection between (e name of this place in the
Transjordan and the feast bearing the same name has long been recognized, Cohen,
for example, suggests that ‘this is an old Canaanite place for the observance of the
harvest festival which came 1o bear the same name’ (8. Cohen, ‘Succoth’, /DB, TV,
p. 449

2. Sce my earlier section on Gen. 32.23-33 [22-32]) and the section
‘Deuteronomy 33.2 Reconsidered in Light of Genesis 33,1-16".

3. Judg. 8.13-17; see the discussion of place names at the beginning of this
chapter.
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points to a rather more direct association between Yahweh and the sun
than has often been thought. The association is nonetheless one of
discontinuity as well as continuity. Not unlike most other concepts of
deity influenced by solar elements in the ancient Near East, the
discontinuity lies in an outright rejection of the ‘Atenistic’ notion of
the identification of the deity with the physical form of the sun, to
Israel a mere object created by God (for example Gen. 1.14-18; Pss.
19A, 104). The continuity on the other hand is upheld with equal
vigour and is attested in many of the same passages that emphasize
discontinuity (Gen. 1.1-4, Pss. 19B, 104). A conclusion based upon
consideration of these and other passages is that the sun functioned as
a manifestation or symbol of the God of Israel. Continuity between
Yahweh and the sun was probably enhanced by the historical influence
of the cult of Yahweh-in-Gibeon (that is, the sun) and by several
points of commonality between Yahweh and the sun, such as the
common association of the solar deity with creation, light, justice, law
and royalty.



Chapter 4

CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this book has been to examine in detail various lines of
evidence bearing on sun worship in ancient Isracl, with a view to
answering the question: What was the relationship, if any, between
Yahweh and the sun? Whilst it has not been possible to answer the
question fully, the nature of the relationship has been clarified
considerably, and several lines of evidence are now much better
understood than before.

My basic thesis can be stated simply. Several lines of evidence, both
archaeological and biblical, bear witness te a close relationship between
Yahweh and the sun. The nature of that association is such that often a
‘solar” character was presumed for Yahweh. Indeed, at many points
the sun actually represented Yahweh as a kind of ‘icon’. Thus, in at
least the vast majority of cases, biblical passages which refer to sun
worship in Isracl do not refer to a loreign phenomenon borrowed by
idolatrous Israelites, bul to a Yahwistic phenomenon which
Deuteronomistic theelogy came to look upon as idolatrous. In the
summary which follows [ shall elaborate upon sun worship as a
Yahwistic phenomenon, summarize lines of evidence upon which new
or different light has been shed, and offer some explanations and
implications.

To elaborate in general terms, an association between Yahweh and
the sun was not limited to onc or two obscure contexts, but was
remarkably well integrated inte the religion of ancient Israel. Thus,
for example, some form of association berween the sun and Yahweh is
evident in most of the traditional sources J, E, D and P and is evident
{though not necessarily in a continuum) from early in the monarchy
to the exilic period and (probably) beyond. Solar Yahwism during the
monarchy was a feature of royal religion. Opposition to solar
Yahwism during this time appears in fact to have been the exception,
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limited for the most part to Deuteronomistic theology. Even the DH,
however, attributes a form of solar Yahwism to figures which it does
not condemn (for example, Joshua and, by strong implication, prob-
ably Hezekiah as well) and welcomes the notion of a direct correspon-
dence between the actions of Yahweh and the sun at more than one
point in the History (Josh. 10.12-14, 2 Kgs 20.8-11). It nonetheless
reacts negatively to at least certain manifestations of solar Yahwism
during the reign of Josiah, leaving the impression that even Deuter-
onomistic oppositicn was late. The Deuteronomistically influenced
passages Jer. 8.1-3 and Zeph. 1.4-6 suggest that the worship of the sun
and other members of the Yahwistic Host of Heaven was practised not
only within royal Jerusalemite circles but also among the inhabitants
of Jerusalem (Jer. 8.1) and Judah in peneral (Zeph. 1.4). Jeremiah's
understanding of this worship as a breach of covenant thus seems to
have been consistent with a relatively late ‘hard-line’ Deuteronomistic
opposition to selar Yahwism reflected in 2 Kgs 23.11. A similarly
negative attitude is evident in Zeph. 1.4-6, but 3.5, 17 constitute evi-
dence that an understanding of Yahweh as still in some sense solar in
character nonetheless remained {and perhaps was not included in the
purging of solar cult elements from the temple referred to in 2 Kgs
23.11). In any case, a solar understanding of God lived on past the fall
of the southern kingdom, as did perhaps the horses and chariots of the
sun, something of which there might be a hint in Zech. 14.20.

Several additional aspects of the nature of sun worship in ancient
Israel may be outlined as follows.

1. It is important to clarify at an early point in the discussion of the
relationship between Yahweh and the sun a common misconception
concerning several relevant biblical passages. Passages such as
Genesis 1, Psalm 19, and 1 Kings 8.53 LXX which refer to Yahweh
(or God) setting the sun in the heavens do not deny the possibility of
any form of relationship between God and the sun as a kind of
polemic against sun worship, as is often argued. Rather, since sun
cults typically distinguish the sun god from the physical form of the
sun itself (the cult of Aten being the notable exception), and similarly
attribute the creation of the sun to the sun god, these passages are at
least as likely to presuppose or uphold some form of relationship
between God and the sun. Ironically, then, these passages which
are often taken as forceful polemics against sun worship are almost
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tantamount to an admission of the sclar nature of the deity within
their ancient Near Eastern context.

Indeed in the case of each of these passages a strong case can be
made for the notion of a presupposition of continuity between deity
and sun. Thus, in Ps. 19.5¢-7 [4ec-6], the action of the sun is described
for its own sake as if this was tantamount to declaring the ‘glory of
God ' {in contrast to other entities such as the firmament which must
actually make declaration of God’s glory, vv. 2-5b [1-4bj). As is well
known, Psalm 19 continues by applying solar epithets to the law of
Yahweh (vv. B-12 [7-11]}. Or again, for example, in Gen. 1.3-5, God
performs exactly the same functions that the sun dees in vv. 14-18,
such as creating light and separating light from darkness. As a
‘pelemic’ against an [sraelite perception of God, the passage thus
clarifies that Yahwists should not equate God with the physical bodies
sun and moon, since, as a ‘selar’ creator deity, he naturally performed
the functions of sun and moon prior to their creation. And finally, |
Kgs 8.53 LXX, almost certainly the more complete poetic form of the
excised v. 12 of the MT, clarifies the relationship between Yahweh
and the sum in a way that would not be necessary if some form of
relationship were not thought to have existed between them.

2. Although, like God’s setting of the sun in the heavens, the
common notion in apocalyptic literature that Yahweh will replace the
sun might appear at first to preclude the possibility of a historical
association between Yahweh and the sun, such an association is prob-
ably presupposed by the very notion of replacement, In keeping with
their apocalyptic contexts, passages that describe Yahweh's replace-
ment of the sun point to a time in the new world order when Yahweh
as the sublime sun {that is, ‘sun of righteousncss’) will replace the mere
symbol or icon of his power and presence in the old world order.

3. The Deuteronomistic association of the worship of ‘the sun,
moon, stars, all the Host of Heaven’ may be taken at face value. The
worship of these entities belong together ahd to the same religion:
Yahwismt. The sun—and probably also the moon, the sun’s nocturnal
counterpart'—was undersicod to be a tangible expression of Yahweh

1.  The relationship between Yahweh and the moon goes beyond the scope of the
present study, I have cntatively sugpgested several times in passing, however, the
possibility that the moon also served as a symbal for Yahweh, the nocturnal
counterpart to the sun as an icon of Yahweh. (Comparison may be drawn with the
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in ancient Israel, and the Host of Heaven indicative of his heavenly
entourage. Moreover, in itself this association between Yahweh and
the sun, Host and entourage, appears to pose no great difficulty for
Deuteronomistic theology (e.g. Josh. 10.12-14, [ Kgs 22.19) at least
prior to the reforms of Josizh. Rather, that to which Deuteronomistic
theology objected was the reverse phenomenon when brought te cultic
expression, namely, the worship of an object, the sun, as Yahweh, or
the actual veneration of stars as members of his entourage. In other
words, the issue was not whether the sun was an icon of Yahweh—
after all he created this powerful symbol and at more than one point
in Israel’s historical tradition the actions of sun and Yahweh
miraculously coincided—but whether the icon itself could be
worshipped. In the DH the answer is no, a no which is rationalized in
Deut. 4.19 on the basis of the fact that when Yahweh appeared amid
fire at Sinai he assumed no ‘form’. The DH further portrays this no as
normative from the time of the inception of the temple of Sclomon.
Thus in 1 Kings 8, conscious of a transitional period between Gibeon
and Jerusaiem as the main high place (the former of which advocated
a radical solar theology which the latter sought to qualify), Selomon is
portrayed now for the last time extending his hands tn the direction of
the heavens in prayer to the God of heaven. His prayer on the
occasion of the dedication of this new temple is in reality a message to
the effect that the God with whom the sun is admittedly associated
(1 Kgs 8.53 LXX) should nonetheless now be prayed to through the
offering of prayers in the direction of the temple, since the God of
heaven had himself determined to dwell amid darkness {1 Kings §;
contrast Ezek. 8.16 which attests to the presence in the late pre-exilic
period of an abiding tendency not to follow this prescription, prob-
ably in connection with the celebration of the Feast of Booths).

4. There is a considerable amount of evidence to warrant a new
hypothesis to the effect that the well-known expression Yahweh of
Hosts early (and probably originally) had solar connotations. A logical
explanation for this phenomenon is that Yahweh Sebaoth (best
translated “Yahweh Host Sublime’ or the like) denated Yahweh as the
pre-eminent member of the Host of Heaven (that is, the sun).

5. The horses and chariot(s) of the sun removed from the Jerusalem
ternple (2 Kgs 23.11) were neither Assyrian nor late. Rather, they

notion of the sun and moon as the two ‘eyes’ of Re in Egyptan literature.}



4, Conclusions 261

were Israelite and traditional (as one normally expects of cultic items
in the context of a national shring) and with antecedent dating to no
later than the late tenth century BCE {see pl. 1d and the discussion of
the Taanach cult stand).

6. The four- and two-winged emblems on the royal Judaean Imlk
jar handles, both solar symbols, are not emblems of the northern and
southern kingdoms respectively {or vice versa), but are equivalent
alternative representations of the falcon-headed Horus of Behdet (that
is, Horus of Edfu) who is attested as both winged disk and winged
beetle. Mythic tradition associates Horus of Behdet with royalty and
identifies this god with both the king himself (as the image of Horus of
Edfu on earth) and the sun god (most often as Re-Harachte’s son who
takes the form of the winged disk). Moreover, the winged sun and
flying scarab are mentioned etiologically in the mythic tradition as
signs of Horus of Behdet (king, god and sun) who vanquishes the
enemies of his father, Re, the sun god. This significance of this new
understanding of the imagery on the royal Judaean jar handles for the
present thesis is this: because these symbols appear as the royal
emblem of the kingdom of Judah during the time of Hezekiah,
Hezekiah must have identified with at least some aspects of the
imagery. While it is impossible to say exactly what the symbols meant
within the Judaean context, a balance maust be struck between a
minimalist’s perspective according to which the symbols might simply
denote, say, protection (which seems not to reckon sufficiently with
the presence of ne less than three solar motifs in the royal emblem
and their highly specific background vis-a-vis king as sun, and god as
sun) and a more radical interpreiation which might claim the status,
say, of both deity for Hezekiah and sun for God. In any case, the
dominant motif of this imagery—which must for some good reason
have been adopted as the royal emblem of the kingdom of Judah—was
that the king as a divine solar hero acts as protecior of the territory on
behalf of his father, the sun god Re Harachte.

7. A rather full study of the orientation of Yahwistic and selected
other temples leaves little or no reason to suspect that Solomon's
temple was aligned to the sun (thus, for example, the ‘Solar Shrine” at
Lachish is almost certainly a misnomer). There is, however, far more
biblical evidence in support of a Yahwistic solar theology that was
infivential at the time of the founding of the temple than has often
been acknowledged (for example, 1 Kgs 8.53 LXX, and several
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passages which suggest that the worship of Yahweh-in-Gibeon as the
sun lay behind the controversial theology of the Gibeonite high place
which the temple replaced). The specifically solar backdrop against
which the Jerusalem temple was founded might thus be sufficient to
explain the apparent lack of analogue among other temples. It never-
theless remains an open matter whether the solar theology of the
Jerusalem temple, evidently a corrective to the excesses of Gibeonite
solar Yahwism, included a concern for such elements as would make
alignment of the temple to the sun important for the cult (for
example, the ability of the sun to shine into the temple where, after
all, Yahweh had now determined to dwell in darkness [but in
association nonetheless with his radiant ‘glory’]). Certainly there is
nothing to suggest that the temple could not theoretically have been
aligned towards the sun for an important occasion within the year!
(the most likely candidate being the Feast of Booths which, timed with
reference both to the autumnal equinox and harvest moon, was very
plausibly an important locus for solar Yahwism). Thus, although the
sun played a rele in the founding of the temple, whether it affected
specifically the orientation of the temple remains uncertain.

8. The well-known story of Jacob wrestling with a ‘man’ at the
river Jabbok (Gen. 32.23-33 [22-32]) makes remarkably good sense
on the basis of a two-part hypothesis to the effect that (1) the ‘man’ is
a nocturnal manifestation of the sun who was en-route via the waters
of the netherworld to the eastern horizon where he would of necessity
assume an alternative manifestation as the rising sun at dawn, and (2)
that the writer of the story equates the rising sun with seeing the ‘face
of God’ (Peniel). The hypothesis effectively resolves most of the
tensions in the story and seems to make good sense of the story as a
whole. Moreover, by clearly equating the sun with seeing the face of
God, the passage provides some basis for seeing in certain other
contexts a connection between the sun and the face of God (for
example, Ps. 17.15 and Gen. 33.10 where Esau’s march from Seir
symbolizes the theophanic march of Yahweh as sun from Seir
fef. Gen. 33.1; Deut, 33.2]).

9. It is doubtful that several Iron Age horse figurines identified by
Kenyon and Holland bear ‘sun disks’ between their ears: the cone-

1. Le. when such matters as astronomy, topography and the biblical description
of the architecture of the temple are considered.
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shaped protrusions are not without close parallels in Cyprus and can
be accousnted for more reasonably by means other than connection
with a sun celt (for example, exaggerated manes only the top portion
of which was represented due to the presence of riders).

10. On the assumption that Psalm 24 alludes to a rite in which the
ark was processed through an eastern gate of the temple v. 7, which
states ‘Lift up your heads, O gates/ Be lifted up, O ancient doors, that
the King of Glory may come in’, gives ritual expression to the wish
that “Yahweh of Hosts’ (that is, Yahweh as the sun) might be able to
accompany the ark by, quite literally, fitting through (that is, under
the heads of) the gates and into the temple complex. Several other
aspects of this ark-procession psalm are similarly amenable to
interpretation as solar-Yahwistic.

11. Psalm 104 clearly seeks to distance itself from the cult of Aten
from which the psalm ultimately derived some inspiration. However,
since to reject Atenism is not to reject solarism per se, it cannot be
concluded frem this that the psalm denies the notion of any affinity
between Yahweh and the sun. The matter remains unresolved, bat that
memory of an ancient sun hymn would somehow be preserved and
then used with only modest adaptation is perhaps suggestive of a poet
for whom the link between God and the sun was meaningful.

Prior to considering implications, a few questions arise from the
preceding discussion. First, how could the Israelites who had an early
and deeply entrenched aniconic tendency vis-a-vis images of Ged have
worshipped the sun? The worship of the sun was clearly exceptional
and the exception may be explained on the following basis: since the
sun was made by Ged, its veneration as an icon of Yahweh may
technically have fallen cutside iconic prohibitions such as the second
commandment which prohibits Aumans from making images of God
(Exod. 20.4-5, Deut. 5.8-9).! {Perhaps the tenet of solar Yahwism
that Yalkwch set the sun in the heavens functioned in some contexts as
an apologetic in defence of the apparent ‘loophole’ in the second
commandment, although no cases of this appear to have been
preserved).

i.  Despiic the popuolarity of the sun irself as an icon of Yahweh, we should not
he surprised in light of the second commandment to find relatively few humaniy
crafied representations of the sun as Yahweh in the archaeological record, unless as a
mere icon the sun was considered a safe step removed rom the deity.
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Secondly, should Yahweh be viewed as a *sun god’? Centainly not,
at least not any more than Yahweh should be considered, say, a storm
god on the basis that the Old Testament borrows imagery of Baal and
applies it to Yahweh, Thus, whereas [ have attempted here to argue
for a largely unrecognized category of language and indeed iconic
symbolism for Yahweh, it must be remembered that a wide range of
other (non-solar) forms of language for the deity in fact render solar
language alone for God a rarity, Further, | have in many cases for the
purposes of argument brought to the foreground a solar aspect which
the biblical writers themselves have been rather more content to leave
in the background (as in the case, for example, of DH subtly alluding
to the presence of solar elements during the reign of Hezekiah). To
put the matter differently, an overwhelming impression based upon
the portrait of Yahweh in the Old Testament as a whole {and indeed
the consensus of theologians for millennia!) is that the God of Israel
must be understood in categeries and terms that extend far beyond the
limits of an ancient Near Eastern sun god.

Finally, if correct, the notion that Yahweh was associated with the
sun will undoubtedly have implications for the study of the religion of
ancient Istael' and beyond. One particularly striking example from
beyond the parameters of ancient Israelite religion is Mk 15.33-34
(cf. Mt. 27.45-46, Lk. 23.44-45a) which describes an extraordinary
solar phenomenon at the time of the crucifixion of Jesus:

Al the sixth hour darkness came aver the whole land until the ninth hour.2
And at the ninth hour Jesus cried out in a loud voice. ‘Eloi, Eloi, lama
sabachtani?—which means, ‘My God, my God, why have you forsaken
me? (NIV)

1. For example, the close link between God and the sun perhaps explains why
J. Tigay could find Iittle cvidence among personal names in Israelite onomastica for
the claim of the prophets that idolatry (that is, the worship of foreign deities) was
widespread among the Israclites (Tigay, No Other Gods, pp. 37-38). To judge from
the case of the sun as an icon of Yahweh, many of the religions practices decmed
idolatrous by the prophets were not associated with the veneration of foreign gods
but with the worship of Yahweh.

2. Luke adds, “for the sun stopped shining’ (Lk. 23.452), but does not make
explicit the connection known to Mark and Maithew betwean the disappearance of the
sun and God-forsakeness,
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When a connection is seen between Jesus’ complaint of God-forsake-
ness and this solar phenomenon, new light is shed on the theological
significance of both the failure of the sun and the cry; suffice it to note
here, however, that the link is consisient with the thesis of this book
that the QOld Testament bears witness to a rather direct correlation
between the activity of God and the sun. Simply put, Israel’s struggle
with the sun was this: Is it appropriate to venerate so magnificent an
icon of Yahweh which no human had created, but rather God himself?
Whereas the tendency for Deuteronomistic and other canonical
biblical literature was to say no, many Israelites (including, later, the
Essenes) apparently said yes.
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SOLAR ALIGNMENT: ARAD TEMPLE (IRON II} (AHARONI)

Latitnde of Temple: 31.30
Angle of Temple: 90 (Aharoni)!

Days Past Winter Angle of Sun 1o Angie of Sun to
Solstice Horizon Eguaior
0-84 negative value negative value
@1 (spring equinox} -0.25 -0.13
98 5.28 2.73
105 10.75 5.56
112 16.14 8.29
119 21.40 10,92
126 26.47 13.39
i33 31.31 15.65
140 35.83 17.70
147 39.97 1948
154 43,61 20.9%
161 46.66 22.19
168 48.99 23.07
175 50148 23.61
182 (summer solstice) 5105 23,82
189 50.65 23.67
196 49.32 23,19
203 47.13 22.37
210 4421 21.22
217 40.66 19.77
224 36.60 18.03
231 32.14 16.04
238 27.36 13.80

1. Calcolations are based on the assumplion thal the cotnpass poind in the published report
{Aharoni, ‘Arad: Its Inscriptons’, figs. 12, 15) points to wue north. If Abaroni's compass mark
reflects magnetic north, the angle of the iemple (assuming a directional reading taken in 1965, mid-
way through the cxcavations) would be 92.43 degrees. In 1his case the angle of the sun in the
borizon on equinoctial days 917273 at sun declination —{0.13/0.38 would be 3.75/4.74 degrees.
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245 22.32 11.37
252 17.09 8.78
259 11.72 6.05
266 6.25 3.24
273 (fall equinox) 0.74 .38

280-365 ncgative valve ncgative value
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SOLAR ALIGNMENT: ARAD TEMPLE (IRON IT) (HERZOG)

Latitede of Temple: 31.30
Angle of Temple: 91 (Herzog er al.)!

Days Past Winter Angle of Sun 1o Angle of Sun to
Solstice Horizon Equator
0-84 negative value negative value
9] {spring equinox) 1.40 -0.13
98 6.91 2.73
105 12.39 5.56
112 17.78 3.29
119 23.03 10.92
126 28.11 13.3%
133 32.94 15.63
146 37.46 17.70
147 41.59 19.48
154 45.24 20.99
161 48.28 22.19
168 50.61 23.07
175 52.10 23.61
182 (summer solstice) 52.67 23.82
189 52.27 23,67
196 50.94 23.19
203 48.75 22.37
210 45.83 21.22
217 42.28 19.77
224 38.23 18.03
231 33.77 16.04
238 28.99 13.80

1. Calcolations are based on the assomption hal the compass point in the published report
{here, Herzog er of, *Israelite Forwess', iig. 6} poinis 16 twe north. [f the compass mark reflects
magnetic nocth, the angle of the lemple (assuming a direclional reading taken in 1987) wonld be
94.5 degrees, In this case, the angle of the sun in he horizon on equinociial days 91/273 ar sun
deciination -0, 130,38 would be 7.1148.05 deprees.
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245 2395 11.37
252 18.73 8.78
259 13.37 6.05
266 7.90 3.24
273 (fall cquinox) 2.39 0.38

280-365 negative value negative value
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SOLAR ALIGNMENT: *SOLAR SHRINE® AT LACHISH

Latitude of Tempie: 31.56
Angle of Temple:101.5!

Days Past Winter Angle of Sun 1o Angle of Sun to
Solstice Harizon Equetor

(-63 negative value negative value
7 2.33 -8.54

77 7.34 -5.8

84 12.54 -2.59

9] (spring cquinox) 17.75 -0.13

e 22095 273

105 28.11 5.56

12 33.18 8.29

119 38.11 10.92

126 42.85 13.39

[33 47.34 15.65

146 51.51 17.70

147 55.28 19.4%

154 5858 20.99

161 61.31 22.19

168 63.37 23.07

175 64.68 23.601

182 (summer selsticc} 6518 23.82

89 64.83 23.67

196 63.66 23.19
203 61.73 22.37
210 9.1 21.22
217 55.91 19.77

1. Calcuiations are based on the assumplion 1hal the compass point in the published report
(Aharoni, Lackish V, pl. 56) poinls to (rue nornh. If Aharoni’s compass mark reflects magnelic
north, the angle of the temple (assuming a directional reading taken in 1966) would be 103,52
degrees. In Uns case the angle of the sun in the hodzon on equinoctial days 91273 al sun declination
- 0.13/0.38 would be 21.08/21.99 degrees.
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224 52.21 18.03
23t 48.11 16.04
238 43.67 13.80
245 38.97 11.37
252 34.07 8.78
259 29.03 6.05
266 23.8% 324
273 (fall equinox) 18.68 0.38
280 13.47 -2.48
287 8.30 -5.31
294 3.22 -8.06

301-365 negalive value negative value
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SOLAR ALIGNMENT: ‘BASEMENT HOUSE' AT BERR-SHEBA

Latitudc of Temple: 31.24
Angle of Temple: 90!

Dy Past Winrer Angle of Sun to Angle of Sun ro
Solsiice Heorizon Equator
(-84 negative value negative value
91 (spring equingox) -0.25 —.13
98 5.28 2.73
105 10.76 5.56
112 16.16 8.29
i19 21.42 10.92
126 26.5( 13.39
133 31.34 15.65
140 35.88 17.70
147 40.11 19.48
154 43.67 20.99
161 46.72 22,19
168 49.01 23.07
175 50.55 23.61
182 (summer solstce) 3112 23.82
189 50.72 23.67
196 49.39 2319
203 47.20 22.37
21 44.26 21.22
217 4171 19.77
224 36.65 18.03
231 32,18 16.04
238 27.39 13.80

1. Caleulaticns arc based on the assumplion that the compass point in the published repoct
{Herzog, Rainey and Moshkovilz, “The Stratigraphy at Beer-sheba’, ig. 1) points to true north, If
the compass matk reficcls magnetic nonh, the angle of the iemple {assuming a directional reading
laken in 19700 would be 92.68 degrees. In this case the angle of the sun in the horizon on
equinoclial days 91/273 at sun declination -3.13/0.38 would be 4.11/5.15 degrees,
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245 2234 11.37
252 17.11 8.78
259 11.73 6.05
266 6.26 324
273 {fall cquinox) 0.74 0.38

2B0-365 negative value negalive value
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SOLAR ALIGNMENT: HELLENISTIC SHRINE AT BEER-SHEBA

Latitude of Temple: 31.24
Angle of Temple: 66!

Days Past Winrer Angle of Sun to Angle of Sun to
Solstice Horizon Equator
051 negalive value negalive value
S8 -29.46 2,73
105 -2492 5.56
112 —20.48 §.29
1o -16.18 10.92
126 -12.08 13.3%
133 -8.24 15.65
140) -4.71 17.70
147 -1.56 19.48
154 1.14 20,99
i6l 3.38 22.19
168 5.01 23.07
i75 6.06 23.61
182 (summer solstice) 6.45 23.82
189 6.18 23.67
196 525 23.19
203 371 22.37
210 1.59 21.22
217 -1.04 19.77
224 —4.12 18.03
231 -7.59 16.04
238 -11.38 13.80
245 -15.43 11.37

I, Calcolatons are based on the assumption that the compass point in the published report
{Aharom, 'Fifth and Sixth Seasons’, fig. &) points lo true nonh. If Aharoni's compass mark reflects
magnetic north, the angle of the lemple {assuming a directional reading taken in 1974) would be
68.9 degrees. In this case the angle of the sur in the horizon dusing the time of summer solstice
would be 11,31 or even higher in the sky than if the angle was 66 degroes.



252

259

266

273 (fall equinox)
280-365

Appendix E

-19.70
-24.11
-28.64
-33.22
ncgative value

275

8.78
6.05
324
0.38

ncgative value



Appendix F

SOLAR ALIGNMENT: TELL TAYINAT

Latirude of Temple: 36.25
Angle of Temple: 83.5

Days Past Winzer Angle of Sun to Angle of Sun 10
Solstice Horizon Equator
(-84 negative value negative value
91 (spring equinox) --8.99 -0.13
98 4.20 2.73
105 ().54 5.56
112 5.18 8.29
119 9.68 10.92
126 13.98 13.39
133 18.03 15.65
140 21.75 17.70
147 25.10 19.48
154 28.00 20.99
161 30.36 22.19
168 32.13 23.07
175 33.25 23.61]
182 (summer solstice) 33.67 23.82
189 33.38 23.67
196 32.38 23.19
203 30.72 22.37
210 28.46 21.22
217 25.65 19.77
224 22.38 18.03
231 18.72 16.04
238 14.73 13.80
24S 10.47 11.37
252 6.00 8.78
259 1.37 6.05
266 -3.35 3.24
273 (fall cquinox) ~-8.13 0.38

280-365 negative value negative value



Appendix G

SOLAR ALIGNMENT: SOLOMONIC TEMPLE (MORGENSTERN)

Latitude of Temple: 31.78
Angle of Temple: 58.20"

Days Past Winter Angle of Sun to Angle of Sun to
Solstice Horizon Egquator
0-91 negative value negative value
98 -36.43 2,73
105 -32.33 5.56
112 -28.34 8.29
119 -24.38 10.92
126 -20.33 13.39
133 -17.42 15.65
140 -14.30 17.70
147 —1§.54 19.48
154 -9.18 20.99
161 -7.28 22.19
168 -5.86 23.47
175 —4.98 2361
182 {summer solstice) —4.65 23.82
189 -4.88 23.67
196 -5.67 23.19
203 -6.99 22.37
210 -8.81 21.22
217 -11.69 19.77
224 -13.78 18.03
231 -16.84 16.04
238 -20.20 13.80
245 -23.81 11.37
252 -27.64 3.73
259 -31.61 6.05

1. Fhis angle is based on that offered by Parvnak (‘Solomon’s Temple™, p. 323 for the line
from the Sacred Rock to the peesent-day Golden Gawe which Morgenstern (*Gates of Righteousness’,
p. 1) takes & be the location of the ancient Eastern Gate.
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266 -35.69 3.24
273 (fall equinox) -39.83 0.38
280-365 negative value ncgative value



Appendiz H

SOLAR ALIGNMENT: SOLOMONIC TEMPLE (HOLLIS)

Latitude of Temple: 31.78
Angle of Temple: 83.93!

Days Past Winter Angle of Sun to Angle of Sun to
Solstice Horizon Equator
091 ncgative value negative value
98 -4.56 273
105 -0.76 556
112 -5.99 8.29
119 -11.09 10.92
[26 -15.99 13.39
123 -20.65 15.65
140 =25.00 17.70
147 -2895 19 48
154 -32.42 20,99
161 -35.30 22.19
168 -37.49 23.07
175 ~38.89 23.61
182 {summer solslice) -39.42 231.582
189 -39.05 23.67
196 -37.80 2319
203 -35.75 22.37
210 —32.40% 21.22
217 -29.61 19.77
224 -25.73 18.03
231 -21.45 i6.04
238 —16.84 13.80
245 -11.98 11.37
252 —6.91 8.78

1. The angle used here is hased on Parunak’s revised estimation (*Snlomon’s Temple’, p. 32)
of the angle of the line of silc from the Sacred Rock and perpeadicular to the eastera wall. {Hollis
TArchaeology of Herod's Temple, p. 133] had incomeely estimated this angle o be S degrees north
of eash)
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259 -1.70 6.05
206 -3.60 324
273 (fall equinox) -9.00 0.38

280-365 negative valtue negative value



Appendix 1

SOLAR ALIGNMENT: SOLOMONIC TEMPLE {THEORETICAL)

Latitude of Temple: 31.78
Angle of Temple: 50

Davs Past Winter Angle of Sun to Angle of Sun to
Solstice Harizon Eguator
0-84 negative value negative value
9! (spring equinox) -0.24 -0.13
98 5.20 2.73
105 10.59 5.56
112 15.9{(} 8.29
119 21.08 14.92
126 26.07 13.39
133 30.82 15.65
140 35.25 17.70
147 39.29 19.48
154 42.85 2(0.99
161 45.81 22,19
168 48.07 23.07
175 49.52 23.61
{82 (summcer solstice} 50.06 23.82
189 4968 23.67
196 48.39 23.19
203 46.27 22.37
210 43,43 21.22
217 3997 19.77
224 36.01 18.03
231 31.64 16.04
238 2694 13.80
245 21.99 11.37
252 16.84 8.78
259 11.55 6.415
266 6.16 3.24
273 (fail cquinox) 0.73 0.38

280-365 negative valuge negative value



Appendix J

Y AHWISTIC PERSONAL NAMES WITH POSSIBLE SOLAR
ELEMENTS FROM EPIGRAPHIC SOURCES!

MName Date {RCE} Provenance MNumber
"wryhw L 7th-E 6th Arad 47.13?
‘ryvhw M 7Tih-E 6th En Gedi 48.17
[ Iryhtiw] E Tth Jerusalem O 48,18
[ 'Jrvk/n] ryhw L Tth-E 6th Lachish 48.19
ryhw E 6th Arad 48.20
"ryhw M 8th Kh. el-Qom 48.21
"ryhw L Bth=Tth 48.22
‘ryhw 6th 48.23
‘ryhw 7th 48.24
'ryw M Eth Samaria 48.25
yhwz(rjh L 8th-E 7th 54.15
yhwzrh L 7th-E €th 54.16
yw'r L 8th? 55.9
Iniryhw E 6th Lachish 58.6
nryhw E 6th Lachish 58.7
nryhw L 7th-E 6th Arad 58.8
nryhw L 8th Beer-sheba 58.9
nryhw? ca. 700° Gibeon 58.10
nryhw L 7th-E 6th Jerusalem D 58.11
nryhw ca, 700 58.12
nryhw ? 58.13
nrf{vfhw 7th 58.14

1. The list of personal names from inscriptions is @ken from Appendix A, 'Yahwistic
Personal Names in Inscriptions’, in Tigay, Mo Otker Gods, pp. 47-63, (For biblical names with
possible solar elements, refer to Chapter 3 of the present book )

2. The numbers before and altec the period in this column refer respectively 10 the page and
onder of listing in Tigay's Appendix A (Mo Gther Gody}.

3. This is the date given by L.G. Hert, The Scripts of Ancient Northwest Semitic Seals
{1SM, 18, Missoala, MT; Scholars Press, 1978), p. 127, no. 102,

4. See Tigay, No Other Gods, p. 58 n. 12,

5. The date and reading are that of N, Avigad, ‘Some Nofes on the Hebrew Inseriptions from
Gibeon', IEF 9 {1959), pp. 132-33.



nryhw
nryhw
nryhw
nryhw
nryhw
(nr]yh{w]
nryhw
nryhw
nryhw
{njriyh{w]
nryhw
nryhw
nrth2
nryhw

Tth

8th

L 7th-E éth
M 7th!

L 7th-E 6th
L 7th-E 6th
L 7th-E 6th
L 7th-E 6th
L 7th-E 6th
L Tth-E 6th
L. 7th-E 6th
L 7th-E 6th
L 7th-E 6th
L 7th-E 6th

1. Herr, Scripts, p. 144, no. 151.
2. Tigay (No Other Gods, p. 58) notes (hat this name may refer to the same person above this

entry,

Appendix J

58.15
58.16
58.17
58.18
58.19
58.20
58.21
58.22
58.23
58.24
58.25
58.26
58.27
58.28
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Plate 1a. Taanach cult stand, discovered by Paul Lapp during the 1968
excavations ai Tell Taanach (late tenth century BCE). Front view of stand
as originally found. (Israel Antiguitics Authority.)



Plate b, Taarach cult stand. Front and side view of stand (with parts
reconstructed; cf. pl. 1a). (Israel Antiquities Authority.)



Plate lc. Tier three (from top) of Taunach cult stand (cf. pls. 1a and 1b).
(Israel Antiguitics Authority.)

Plate 1d. Tep tier of Tuanach cult stand showing quadruped below sun disk
fcf. pl. Ta). (Isracl Antiguities Authorily.)



Plate 2. Roval Judaean jar handle with rosetre {late seventh century BCE}.
{Isracl Antiquities Authority.)



Platc 3. Side view of horse with cornucopia-shaped 'disk” between ity ears,
Jerusalem Cave I {seventh century er). (Israel Antiquities Authority.)

Plate 4, Fronf view of horse with cornucopia-shaped 'disk’, Jerusalem
Cave 1; of. pl. 3 (same horse). (Isracl Antiguitics Authority.)



Platc 5. Horse figurine from Iron I period showing rypical odd-shaped
object berween its ears (Holland's “forelock” vpe) and noseband.
(Isracl Antiquities Authority.}

Plate 6, Horse figurine from fron I perind showing abrupt disk-like
ending 1o prominent mane and bridle. (1srael Antiguities Auvthority.)



Plate 7. Horse figurine from fron H period showing prominent mane,
(Isracl Antiyuities Authority.}

Plate B. Horse figurine from Iron [T period with odd-shaped headpiece and
mane ending abruptly. (Israel Antiquities Authority.)
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Figure 4. Phoenician seal with Figure 6. Amulet with four-winged

falcon and boat in Egyptian style, scarab, rosette and winged sun
published by WA. Ward {JEA 53 disk from same date, context, and
[1967], pp. 69-74). source as fig. 5 (cf. Dows

Dunham, El Kurry, pls, 53A:
11 55A: 997-98).

Figure 5. Amulet with four-winged scarab and rosette from
royal {twenty-fifth dynasty) toméb at El Kurru, Nubia (late
eighth century BCE), published by Dows Durham (E! Kurmu:
The Royat Cemeteries of Kush, Vol. 1 [Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press for the Museum of Fine Arts, 1950];
of pl. 49A: 1256/57).



Figure 7. The royal insignia of the Figurc 8. Rider and horse, both
kingdom of Judah in the eighth 1o broken, Jerusalem Cave 1

seventh centuries BCE {recon- {seventh century BCE), Side view
structed tentatively on the basis of showing pie-shaped 'disk’, 'disk’
Nubian exemplars of the twenty- suppart, and other frappings on
Sfifth dyvnasey and the royal the horse's nose and cheegks,

Judaean Imlk jar handles).

Figurc 9. Horse with headless rider, Tomb 106, Lachish
(lare seventh to early sixth centuries BCE).



Figure 10. Head and neck fragment of horse
with ‘disk’ and bridle pieces, Hazor (mid
eighth century BCE).

Figure 11. Horse figurine from Amathus, Cyprus,
with rider and ‘disk’ { Cypro-Archaic Period) {cf.
A.C. Brown and W.W. Catling, Ancient Cyprus
[Oxford: Ashmolean Museum, 1975}, p. 53).
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