:n discusses some of the examples thg;
re for measure would have greater deps
‘Judgment in the Prophers (Chico, ¢
car. The chapter on names changed jq
ad it been connected to Talmon’s modef
almon, “Synonymous Readings in !h:ﬁ
solymitana 8 [1961]: 335-383). The e
the book reads like a set of lists, lack-

ions and inconsistencies either retainegd
ited by him, is typical of the gold mine 3
:t here, too, 1 wish he had gone furthep, 4
al for imagining what the Chronicler’y
reven the extent to which we might ex;,
s the Bible,

cific categories he develops into a larg-
ply for our understanding of the Chrop,
nd the historical urges fit together? In
¢ they best seen as rhetorical? Less des
jick survey of the Chronicler in From
s such crucial issues in a much broader

ms to be updated, relatively few works'
fien Kalimi's doctoral dissertation was
le, that Rodney K. Duke’s The Persua-
Analysis (JSOTSup 88; Sheffield MA:
resses the literary status of the Chron-
almost all of the essays in the impor-
ed. M. Patrick Graham et al. (J; SOTSup
-997) are ignored, as is the two-volume
ne, published in the same year as Sara
1y of 1993. These works would have &
may have forced him to re-categorize 4

hical deficiencies, The Book of Chron-
es is a very important book, one which
zr and begins to systematize the meth-
vone engaged in studying Chronicles,
standing in detail how the Chronicler

Marc Z. Brettler  § 3
Brandeis University %
Waltham, Massachusetts 3

Book Reviews

b Judith M. Hadley. The Cult of the Asherah in Ancient Israel and Judah: Evidence
R for a Hebrew Goddess. University of Cambridge Oriental Publications 57. Cam-
i bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000, xv, 262 pp.

Did the God of Israel have a wife? Posed in the context of monotheistic Rab-
binic Judaism and Christianity this is, of course, a nonsensical question. However,
even in the heavily edited Masoretic text of the Hebrew Bible there remain traces
of an earlier stage of belief in which Yahweh was accompanied by other beings.
Among these para-human figures is Asherah, the form of whose name cleatly in-
dicates her feminine gender. In recent years numerous scholars have addressed the
ticklish question of the original relationship between this lady and the Lord of
Hosts, a problem that involves probing into the prehistory of the Hebrew scriptures.

The volume here under review, a reworked 1989 Cambridge dissertation,
thoroughly considers the textual and archaeological evidence bearing on the mat-
ter of Asherah. The author commences with an exhaustive review of earlier Work
on the topic, presenting the arguments of contributors to the discussion in such
specificity that she even reports the number of footnotes that appear in a certain
work! While this excessive detail constantly reminds the reader of the book’s ori-
gins as a doctoral thesis, it nonetheless gives one an excellent basis on which to
decide whether to consult a particular secondary source.

There can be little doubt that Asherah of the Hebrew Bible was originally
the goddess known at Ugarit as Athirat and in cuneiform sources of the second
millennium as Ashratum, and that she once stood in a close relationship to the God
of Israel. Later editors of the scriptures, however, so thoroughly depersonalized
her that she appears in the received text as an inanimate wooden pole, part of the
furnishings of a shrine. '

Asherah’s earlier identity could be recovered only after the decuments of Is-
rael’s ancient neighbors—both contemporaries and predecessors—had become
accessible to scholars in the twentieth century. Several archaeological discoveries,
capably discussed by Hadley, have added support to the work of the philologists.
The most sensational of these was the unearthing at Kuntillet *Ajrud in the north-
ern Sinai of the ruins of a caravanserai from the ninth-eighth centuries B.C.E. (see
Chapter Five).

Among the graffiti incised into storage jars at this site are blessings by “Yah-
weh of Samaria and his Asherah” (on pithos A) and by “Yahweh of Teman and his
Asherah” (on pithos B). Also present on the first vessel are crudely drawn figures
that some authorities have sensationally interpreted as images of the divine cou-
ple. Hadley carefully sifts the iconographic evidence and demonstrates convine-
ingly that the drawings in fact represent the Egyptian fertility/jester god Bes and
a musician, and have no necessary connection to the benedictions.

However, the problem remains: was the Asherah evoked here a deity or mere-
ly a cultic object? While this matter may be of great moment theologically, from
the viewpoint of the historian of religion it is a distinction without a difference. If

" a symbol—in this case a shaft of wood representing the ancient Near East’s sa-

cred tree of vitality and fertility—may be invoked to provide boons, then it is im-
bued with both a personality and para-human powers. Functionally, therefore, it
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stands for a divinity, if perhaps a minor one, whether or not labeled with the term
“god(dess).” One is reminded of the optional use of the divine determinative with
various pieces of temple equipment in Mesopotamian and Hittite rituals. As for
the pairing of Yahweh with a goddess, Tikva Frymer-Kensky (In the Wake of the
Goddesses [New York: Free Press, 1992) has emphasized the difficulties that arise
when a monotheistie religion assigns humanlike character and gender to its sole
god. Aspects of life more naturally attributed to beings of the excluded gender
(e.g., motherhood in the case of the God of Israel) can be accommodated only awk-
wardly in conceptions of the universal deity. The evidence from ancient Israel
strongly suggests that this problem had not yet arisen in the pre-exilic period.

Gary Beckman
University of Michigan




