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The most wvalusble of the Ugeritic texts in terms of 0ld
Testamenp studies are the bady of oythological texts which tell
the stories of the Ugaritic pantheon and provide a basis for the
cultic expression of Canaanite cosmology. The myth of Bs'al.
which 1i1s the best known of the Ugaritic myths, has provided
invalusble information toward understanding the religion that
proved so detestable and dangerons to the prophets of Israel and
Judah.

It is generally agreed that the Banl myth iz fundamentally
soncerned with aspects of agriepltursl life; psrticularly as a
cosmological explanation for the seasonal cycle as it occurs  in
the Levant. A= = myth it supplemented a enlt which attempted to
re-enact those important cosmolagical events in  the hopes of

insuring continuned agricultursl success.

Agriculture played a very impertent role Ugmritic society;
an  aspect which it profoundly shared with - I=srzelite
neighbors, Beth wers B&societies whose econcmic and socizl

foundation lay in a wide variety of farming activities.

The purpose of this Paper is to exsmine agriculture as it is
found in the literatures of Ugarit and early Israel. Huch work
has been done in the field of Ugaritic and Qld Testament studies
which =ttempts to drawp parallels and offer reconstructions of
the relationship betweea the Old Testament and the Ras Shamra
texte. This paper does not claim to offer new material in this
direction, but rather teo classify and analyze existing

observations within the parameter of sgriculture. This is done



in an effort to bettsr understand an aspect that was ao
fundamental to the experiences of early Israeliten, particuiarly
ag they tried to settle =z foreign land in the wake of the
conquest of Canaan.

Tts method will be to examine broad catedories of
sgricultural subjsets, looking for siemilsrities and cantrasts to
the way each feature of agricultural life is represented in the
text. It will first deal with agricultural practice in terms of
land tenure and agricultural organization within esach saciety.
Then it will turn to the sresa of religion., examining agriculture
in  the cultus as well =as common wythological themes and
theclogical concepts. Finally, it will attempt to put the
broader questien of the role of agriculture in religion =as a
whole into perspective and offer a higtorical suggestion as to
why Canaanite religious expression is such an integral part of

early Israglite religion (1).

The first eategory under which sgriculture will be examinegd
is perhaps the most obvious: agricultural prasctice. It iz ¢lear
from both archaeology and the litermtures of the period that the

Levant was =n agriculturslly rich region, a land indeed "flowing



with milk and honey." When a Middle Kingdom Egyptian named
Sinnhe was forced to flee into Canaan. he described the land in
glowing terms:
.. figs were in it and grapes. It had more wine than
water. Flentiful was its honey. abundant ilts olives.

Every {(kind of) frult was on its trees. Barley was
there, and emmer. {2}

Given itz natural resources. it is not surprising that a
wide variety of agriecultural sctivity provided the economis and
social base of both Ugarit snd Israel. In this section, we will
attempt to compare some of the features of agrieunltural practice

that cen be known frem the texts available.

Ugeritie éociety was headed by a hereditary king who held
sovereign power of the land of his kinddom. Unlike the Egyptian
kings, there is no evidence that he was thought of as 8 god in
hiz own right, although we do zee in the legendary king Danel =
descripticon .Df the king being suckled by the gods. (3) In any
cgse, the sovereignty of the kingship provides a starting point

for understanding the lend distributien system of Ugsarit.

There seems to have been in Ugarit a distinetion between the
royal and local rural economy. The building kleck of the royal
agricultural economy was the gt, or "tower”, which was usually
located within the wicinity of a particular local community, Ite
role was clearly distinet, however, from the community in which
it was 1ocgtad. and oriented towsrd maintaining ths king’'s

sconomic interest in the region and feeding the royal

storehouses. (4) Heltzer delineates the activities associated




with the gt as:

1. & storehouse of tools and agricultural supplies.
2. housing rayal fattening cattle and beasts of burden.
3. a storehouse for roval grains at harvest. {53
Ench gt was panned by a crew of royal dependents (bns 2t),
some of whom zome were agricultural laborers, while others wers
tradesmen of wvarious sorts. Thus, it seems that the 2t was a
center Ffor the king's broader economic  interests in aach

community. ({B)Y

&nother important aspect of the royal SCoONoRy wWas the king s
role in the distribution of land. The king was the awner of all
real estate, and he exercised his prercgative by distributing
lands to support & class of royal dependencies ss well as simply
to reward friends of the king and queen. (73 1In this respect the
land distribution policies of Ugarit were very similay to that of
Iron Ade Israel. A systen of roval land Eranis is alse found in
the Israelite contsxt. In I Sampel 8: 10-18, Samnel warnz of the
dangers of having a king; a warning no doubt stimnlated by
ohservation of Israel’s neighbors:

4ind he will appoint for himsaelf commanders of thoussnds

and of fifties, and sope to do his plowing and to raap
his harvest and to make weapons of war ang equipmnent

for his chariots . . . and he will take the hest of
your fields and your vinayarda and your nlive groves,
and give them to his marvants. . . (8)

In time this type of policy indeed became part of the
Isteelite socisl fabric. Roval eztates clesrly existed, although

the legal passages of the Pentateuch desl almost exclusively with



private and village land laws. {8y Tha existence of rayal
landholdings snd land grants is inferred from the historical
texts. Saul propised land to the Benjaminites who would fight
with him against David. ¢10) David slse exercised this right in
giving the land which he had inherited from Saul back to Saul’s
son,  HMephibosheth., (113 It is interesting that although Saul
capme fram » modest Ffamily, the landholdings which David inherited

from him after a reign of kingship were fairly sizablse.

There is no indication of a systen resesbling the “gt”
system in Israel, although the lack of strictly administrative
sources in the Hebrew texts does not allow for a clear statement
in either direction. Tha only extant extra-biblical
administrative texts are the so-called "Samaria Ostrica." which
=hed light to a discussion of land tenure only to the extent that
they show that “land in Meunt Ephraim sacquired by clsns of
Kznasseh during the conguest and settlewent remained in the hsnds
of their descendants till, at least, the second half of the
eighth century B.C.E., and prabebly till the fsll of Samariz in
722 B.B.E." (12Y Aharoni does point out two of the ostrica do
not bear c¢lan naneg, lesding him to the speculation that they

wers royal vineyards. (13)

I Chronicles 27 mentions that David installed oversesrs
{sare harekus) teo administer economic affairs for the crown.
among whom wes "Ezri, son of Chelub,” who "had charge of the
agricultural workers who tilled the zeil." {14) This verse

implies not only that there %was s system of overseers. but alsme a



corps of agricultoral laborers who worked the king 'z fields. I
Kings 5:13-18 attributes the first implemantation of =slaves to
king Solomon, although the context seems to be strictly related
to mining activities. The status of those who "tilled the so0il”

for the king remains unclear.

Regardless of these smbiguities, it is clear that there was
"an =administrative system in vogue awmong ancient Israelites
through which servants of the crown were supported by the income
from the estates.” (15% In this respect. the roysl agricultursl

economies of Ugarit and Israel were very similar.

Becanse most of the adoinistrative texts found in the
archives at HRas GShamra deal with land exchanges between
relatively wealthy land-owners, informatien about the composition
of the local rural economy is not as extensive in that the 1loeal
community maintained s fmirly independent existence. There was
sone degree of private land ownership, but the local community
functioned together in the sense that they wers assigned =a tax
burden which they were responsible to meet as a community. This
load was then divided among individual members. (16} If a person
was not =zable to meet hiz share of the responsibility., he was

declared "hyyala” and was forced to go into royal service. (17}

The local rural econowy in Israel was probably much like the
one in Ugarit, except that Israel was divided intec tribsal aunits
which acted on behalf of its members. Thus. when the Ephraimite

farmers complained thet their high. mDountain land was too



mgrginal to succeed agriculturally, they complained to Joshoa,

who sent them to the Bashsan in seareh of greener gresa.  (18)

The final category of rural economy is that of the priestly
class. Almost =all Ancient Neer Eastern cultures supported a
priestly class by means of 8 separate priestly economy. The
Egyptian priestly class is renowned for the immense weslth and
political power it accumulated. The temple of Apun at Thebes even
went =5 far as to occasionally challengs the dominance of the

pharach in times of decline.

Thers is no evidence that the priestly class in Ugarit ran
an entirely separate economy based on granted estates, although
there are some priestly storehouses mentioned. (193 It appears
to have been supported on the basis af taxes generated by the
crown and special (fees which were paid in by pilgims during
festivals. Unlike the Egyptian priesthood, the official cult
personnael of Ugarit were sguarely in the hands of the royal

power. (200

The priestly class of Israel was the tribe of Levi, for
whom huge tracts of land were laid aside as a means of providing
a separate agricultural base. {21) This land was not owned by sany
individual, but was communally owned, as the term "migrash" (or
"gommon land“) would imply. (22) In the sense that Levitiecal
priests operated autonomoos agricultnral estates they differed
from what we know 30 far of their northaern neighbors. But the

Levitieal priesthosd also resewmbled the Canaanite eclass in it



2lgo benefited from agricultural {ang non-agricuitural) offerings

which were breought to the cult center for sacrifice.

Parallels in the area of the cult and religious practice are
extremely tenuous and speculative, mostly because of the nature
of the available sourecas. The religious practices of Ugarit mnst
be rsconstructed from what can be gleaned from the teblets
containing the myths of Baal and Anat. Statements aboutb rituals,
rites. and sacrifices are made using s combination of of these
mythical =o0urces with other administrative and religious texts
which list, for exanple, offerings that werse donated at =
specific temple. The nature of early Israelite religion. as
opposed to religion during the divided nenarchy or in the exilie

period, im also a widely debated issue.

Nevertheless, there are some parallels in ecultic activity
which can be clearly cbserved. It ig these areas, perhaps mare
than in -the ares of agricultural practice, which sre s0 valusble

in understanding the Canaanite context of the Hebrew Bible.

A. The New Year Festival



An element which can be found in both Ugaritiec and Early
I=srgelite religion ig the eelebration of a Hew Year festival

which coincides with the agricultursl calendar.

The Myth of Basl provides the mythological background for
the New Year festival as it was practiced in Ugarit. In it, B=a=al
struggles to defeat the elements of chaes in the world {(Yam and
Mot), =and e=stablish stability and agricultural prosperity.
Throughout the w@myth, Baal is associated with the presence of
rain. lightning, and fertility, while his absence is an
explanation for sterility, dryness., and death. Baal's battle
with Mot {death) culminates in a confrontation in the
netherworld. which c¢auzes the earth to wilt and become dry.
Eventuslly, Baal comes bach from "the dead."” snd the land regains
it vitality. Theodor Gaster describes the myth as "2 nature

myth."” whose primary theme is the alternation of the seasons.

(23

All of these events were mythologically set in the fog of
the remote past. And yet every year they were "actuslized"” in the
cuult of the people. Theodor Gaster mees the function of ancient
myth as providing the "durative element.” or the cosmological
explanation of the specific event which is &actualized 3in the
ritual act. (24) This is especially true of annusl, or seasonal.
myths in which cosmological events are re-enacted in order teo
agsure a continuation of the benefits derived from the outcome of
the wmyth. In the case of the New Year festivel, the rituais re-

enacting the cozneclogical defeat of chaecs and death and the re-
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establishment of fertility and order came in the Autumn, just as
the oppressive summer of the Levant was wearing down. The
ritual, accompanied by the myth, was meant to re-enset the events
of the remote past which were responsible for the rains which ip
late August every farmer in the Levant desperately hoped would
come =dain. Thus, the myth of Baal ecean be aeen as the

nythological background of the New Year festival.

From examining other religious and adninistrative texts, we
can know some of tho details about how the New Year fegtival was
implemented and some of itg particular features. Jehannes Daloor
offers an excellent sunmary of the available dsta in his Hew Year

Bith Cansanites angd Israelites, The Fellowing summsry is  basaed

largely on part I of that work.

The events of the New Year festival sctuslly began in the
Summar, some wesks before the New Year. At the time of the
summar solstice, Baal was supposed to havs come to life in the
netherworld, and pravers wers offered to the sun. who had the

responzibility of bringing Basl back to earth unhsrmed. (25)

The actunal HNew Year festivsl valebrated Baal s return and
his victory over Hot. It lasted seven days, beginning on the new
moon of the month of "r is yn ("First of the Wine"). (28)

Soma of the integral features of the festival were the
celebration of the new wine, verious offerings, and a private

rite of sacred warriage held on top of the king s palsce. {273

11



The sacred marriage, which is a common Mesopotami=zn rite,
inveolved & cersmony in which the king mcts out the fertility of
the chiaf god of the pantheon by having intercourse with two of
his wives while a crowd of specially chosen guests sing erotie
hyuns. Booths made of branches were set up on the roof of the
palace in order to shelter the g0ds who were alsc thought to be

in attendance. (283

The Isrmelite ritual of the New Year festival operated in =a
similar way to the Canssnite one. It. a= in Ugarit., was’
celebrated on the Ffirst day of the month of the autumn equinox .
It alsoc lasted seven days. DeMosr points out that Phoenician
sources refer +to the autumn festival asm the zbh ymm, which is
what it was called in Israel during the period of the Jjudges .
{28) Both festivals ware “harvest festivals and connected with
the new wine. ™ (30) In short. there ars enough similarities to
adequately say that the Canasnites and the Isrselites celebrated

the same sort of New Year Pestival.

In =spite of these parallela, there were =also gignificant
differences which should be mentioned. The practice of the sacred
marriage never found its way into the Israeslite version. Also,
the role of Baal as the provider of sustenance was replsced in
the Israslite festival by Yahweh's dominance over nature. In
all, it seems that while tha similarities indicate a common west-
semitic background, the variances indicate a2 historical movement
in the Izraelits tradition awsy from the religion of her

neighbors.

12



B. The Rite of Desscrilization

John Gray has sudgested another cultic parallel which is
based bn a2 passage from the Baal text whieh describes Anat
grinding, drying, and sowing the body of Mot after Baal has won

the great confrontation. (31) The passage reads as follows:

She selzes Hot the zson of El;

With a blade she cleaves him;

With a shovel she winnows him:

With fire she poaches him:

With a millstone she grinds him;

In the field she sows him;

He remmzins, the bird=z eat.

The wild crestures consume his fragments,

KEemains from remain=s are sundered. {32)
This passags desecribes, according to Gray, a rite of
desacralisation which invelved & cultie ritual which paralleled
the mythic event, much the way the events of the confreontation of
Baal and Mot are actualized in the Hew Ysar festival. Rites of
desacralisation are common in the Ancient Near East. They ususally
involve =8 dediecation of dried seed in the hopes of renewed life

evolving from the "death” of the cffering. with crops.

Even if Gray i= right in speculating a cultic rituml to
sccompany UT 49, the evidence for a gimilar rite in +the Old

Testament is rather scant. He offers as m proof text Leviticus

13



2:14, which exherts worshipers bringing a grsin offering of
"early ripened things"” to bring "fresh grains roasted in the
fPire " But this command is listed among & whole fiock of other
regulations regarding grain offering in genersl. It is posaible
that this verse indicates an awarsness of & desacrilization
practice, but such a conelusion does not seem te be explicitly

accounted for in the text.

€. The Law of the Firstfruits

The Legend of Aghat, whosza protagonist is the righteous king
Danel. describes = scane in which Dapel unknowingly give a bow of
the gods to his sen, Aqhat. Upon giving him the gift, Danel
rveminds him thet the first thing he kills with the bow rightfully

belongs to the gods.

The firstfruits of thy chase, 0 Son,

the firstfruits of thy chase, lo! ... [do thou]
set in his temple... 33>
The “law of firstfruits" is also common in  the 0id

Testament. (34)

D. Sabbatical Year and Resteraticn

14



The question sf the sabbatieal vear in Ugarit and Israel is
8 widely debated one, and rests largely on which interpretation
of the cycle-of-Basl one subscribes to. It is clear +that the
Mosaic law instmlled a sabbatical year of rest in which crops
and land were restored. (35) The questicon that is debated iz to

what extent this practice is reflected in the Ugaritic texts.

Cyrus Gordon holds the opinion that the battle between Mot
and Baal is not a seascnal event with Banl dying during the
summer months, but rather that it depicts a Sabbatieal cyele,
with Baal killing Hot for seven years, whereafter Mot comes bsck
to face Baal again. Thus, the seventh vear is s time of confliet

and sterility (38)

4.8, EKeppelrud and John Gray maintain that the Baal myth is
indeed =& seasonal cycls, and that seven year death of Hot
suggeste a "connection” te the sabbatical ¥ear, althoupgh the link
is rather incidental. The sabbatical cycle cartainly is not, in

their opinion. a central theme of the Baal-cycle. (37)

In either case, both opinicns are in agreement that there
was some sort of observation of a sabbatical year in Ugarit, even
though there is no mention of it in religious texts out=zide of

the Baal myths,

15



A comparison of agricultural themes in terms of mythology
and theological concepts is an attewmpt to make comperisons aof 3
higher nature than cult practice. ' It is an attempt to step back
and describe the role af sgriculturs within the larger parameters
of the religions of Ugsrit and early Israel. To what extent c#n
the same themes be seen in ssch. and to what extent do they

differ?

Perhaps the nost obvious and fondamentsl concept which lies
at the bottom of all agrizultural ritual is a corcept which links
the favor of the gods {or God) with agricultural stability. Hore
than any other factor, this is obviously at work in both the
Ugaritic and the Israelite worldview. Such a perspective wounld
sgamn natural, given the insecurities of agricultural
subsistence, especially in a part of the world where thars is
such a disperity between the wet and the dry seascns. And yet to
say that the Tsrmelites snd the Canaanites looked to their god{s)
for continued fertility is not to say & great desl: almost every
ancient culture did that. The interesting thing is to see how

they looked to their god(s). What language did they use?

The power of Basl and Yahweh over the forces of the sem and

of cheaos is a2 theme which runs closely parsallel in Ugeritie and

16



Hebrew hymnody. Phrases describing the marsh of God and the

retreat of nature are common. Consider the following examples:
When you (Ba’'l) smote Lotan the primeval dragon,
Destroyved the coiled serpent,

Tyrant ¢(Silyat) of the seven heads,

{Then) the heavens withered {and} droopad
Like the loops of vemr garwent (38)

The heavens roll up like & scroll,
And all their hosts langnish,

fAg the vine leaf withexrs,

As the fig droops. (39}

Suech examples of common poetic phrasing and theological
perspactive mre sbundant. (40) It seemns clear that themes =zuch
a3 the storm wmotif in describing God, his struggle with and
eventual control of nature, and the sterility that results from

his absence can be considered as common approaches to religious

expres=ion.

When we turn to agriculture’s role in the oversll religion
of Ugarit and Isrsel, the differences in spproach becone
apparent. I would like to suggest that agriculturalism is wmch
more central to the religion of Ugarit than it is to the
religion of Israel. The besis for making soch a claim is the
observation thet =easonal motifs =mnd the rastoration of
agricultural fertility lie at the heart of tha mythologicel texts
which provids the basis for so nuch of the Ugaritiec cult. This
does not seem to be true of the Hebrew religion, which is much

mere  concerned with “"heilsgeschichte,” or the retelling of the

17



covenant history as a means toward national cohesiveness. {41
It is true that many of the sazme motifs are used in the religious
zapreasion of both literatures. Yet the rols that the theological
concepts which those motifs represent play within the religions

texts as a whole are dramatically different.

The observation that agriculturalism played different roles
within each religicus system provides a historical clue
concerning the constant struggle with synchrotism that the Hebrew
text reflects. The following reconstrusticn iz admittedly based
purely on the free exerecise aof histericel imagination and
inferencs, but it is effered with the hope that the conclusion it
vields will =eex probable nonsthelsss.

When the Hebrew tribes bsgan to infiltrate Canaan, they were
a nomadic people of west-semitic stock. The greatest singlse issue
after the conquest was the transformation from a nomadic to a
sedentary =society. When couched in such academic terme, the
process sounds innocuous enough. But from the perspective of an
Iron Age I farmer in the high country aflEphraim. the issue at
hand is whether you can mustar = sufficient crep to survive.
Given that kind of pressure, the fact that agriculturalism and
fortility was the central concern of Canaanite cult and mythology

becones a powerful impetus toward synchronization,

It is interesting to note that most af the openly
"Canaanite” portions of the Old Testameat oceur in pasaages which
are dated in the early stages of Isrmselite religion. (The

Pentateuch, Job, Psalms) By the ninth century 8.C. "the imsgdery

18



of revelation derived from the pythology of the storm god largely
fell cut of use.” (42) Such a situation follows naturally from a
reconstruction which paints Isrselite synchrotism as & response
to insecurities regerding agricultursl pressures. As the society
successfully made the transition to a sedentary way of life, the
tendency would not have been toward synchrotism, but toward
emphasizing distinctions from her neighbors. {43) The

agricultural pull of Canaanite religion lessened.

When seen from this perspactive, agricultural +hemes in
Ugaritie and Hebrew literaturss are mere than an interesting {or
not so interesting!) angle of comperison. They provide a means
for understanding an important social featore of early Isrnael,

and in the development of Hebrew religion.
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which are being used as a comparison. Also, later pericds must
take into account the Phoenician variation of Canaanite religion
for which there are less available scources. See Albright,

Garden City, New York: Doubleday and
Co., Ine.. 1968: pp. 208-2B4.

2. Pritchard, James B. The Ancient Hear Fast vol. I. Prineeton:
Princeton University Press, 1973: p. 7.

3. Pheiffer, James B. Ras Shemra and the Bikle. Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Baker Bock House, 1978: p. 40}

4. See Heltzer, Hichael. i i
i i Wiesbaden: Dr. Ludwig Reichert Verlag, 18978;

5. Ibid., pp. 47-74
6. Ibid., p. 49

7. Rainay, Anson F. "The System of Land Grants at lgarit in its

Wider NHear Easztern Setting.” Tel Aviv: {pamphlet from the Fourth

World Congress of Jewish Studies, vol. I; 1967) p. 187,

8. I Samuel 8:12, 14

8. Borowski, Oded. dgriculture in Iron Age Isragl., #inona Lake;
28.

Eisenbrauns, 1987. p.
10. I Samuel 22:7-8

11. II Samuel 9
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12. Borowski, p. 2B.

13. Aharoni, Yohanan. i :
3 London, Burns and Cates. 1967: p. 322

14. I Chronicles 27:27. See Borowski p. 28
15. Reiney. p. 191.

186. Heltzer, Hichael. i i i
Wiesbaden: Dr. Ludwig Reichsrt Verlag, 1978: pp. B7-89.

17. Ibid., p. 52.

18. Joshua 17:16-18

19. Heltzer, The Bural Communitv in Ancient Ugarit, p. 132.
20. Ibid., p. 139.

21. See Jozhua 2]

22. Borowski, p. 30.

23. Gaster, Theodor. : i
Ancient Mear East. New York: Henry Shuman, 1850: p. 125.

24. Ibid., p. 77.

25. DeMoor, Johannes C.
(Part I) Nederland: Cemper Cahiers, 1872: p. 5

26. Ibid., p. B

27. The sacred marrsige was conducted at the end of the feast,
Just as it is in Sumerisn versions of the =ame ritual. See
Dedoor, p. 7.

28. Thid., p. 7.

29. See I Samuel 2:19, which falle in the context of Hanah coming
to Shiloh for = feast cslled the zbh ¥ha. DeHoor hazs
convineingly reconstructed this feast &s the feast of the New
Year, p. 12.

30. DeMoor, p. 28.

31. Gray, John. The Legacy of Canasn. (Vetus Testamuntom
Sopplement V) Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1365: pp. R&-70.

32. UT 49, II., 30-37.

33. Aqhat IT iii 37-40
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34. See Exodus 23:189. Leviticus 23:10 and Denteronomy 18:4
35. See Lev. 25:1-7, Heh. 10:31.

36. Gaorden, Cyrus H. "Sabbatical Cycle or Seasonal Pattern?”
Orientalia: 1§53: pp. 749-81.

37. Gray, Legacy of Cansan. p. 80.

38. CTA 5.1.1-5. Taken from Cross, Frank Moore.
] Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
Press, 1973. p. 150.

39. Isaiah 34:4

40. See Cross, chapter 7. for more exXapmlegs Aas & more foll
discussion of the theophany of Ba'=al and Yahweh.

41. For 8 summary of this approach to the history of the religion
of TIsrael and its impaect on Ugaritic studies see Cross,
Canganite Mvth and Hebrew Epic pP- B3-90.

42. See Cross, pp. 180-191.

43. The important element with regard to sychrotism is the
averags Israelite farmer. not those who were in charge of the
official cult. I assume that those in charge of cultie orthedoxy
were the element that tried to centrmlize the cult =and combat
synchrotism.
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fhe following is a comparative list of selected Ugaritic and
Hebraw Agricultural terms. The Hebrew words have CeEn
transliterated to include the traditional voweling., Words with anm
asterik (#) are mentichned in the notes that follow this list.

Erglish bgrd

1. apple tph tépuaq -
L4
Z. almond tree tao laz
7.
3. barley 55 =2 ora
4. cassis kg kgy.a
S. cedar are arz
. v v,
B. 2ar (of grairm shit Sibbclet
7. sarth arss ka ars
8. faed (for horses) Qyﬁrg Mo paraliedl
3. fartile ‘gyt?]; gsr(?) pore. *
Hend
1@, Field ¥ sSoeh
11. dried fFigs (cake of) dblg debeld
_ ¥, =
ife Tlax ottt D1s5tE, *
veshet
13, flouwr(wheat) gqeh gemah  *
L3 L
14. forest y r v or
13. fruit nr o
16. summer fruit qz oayig
17. furrow tlim tlm
18. gardewn [=34] gan

13, grain dgr danar
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1. tph  is actually a place-name ir the Ugaritic Text. It 1s
tramslated "apple” hased on the Hebrew word, Hut thie translaticom
is giver further weight because of the fact that the Minoarn

"apple” pictopgrapb has the phometic walue of tu, which is nfow
MAIBwould be wocalized in Ugaritic. iGordon, UWH 0. 499}
Gordor’® s confidence in  the greek etymological support ig

indicative of his general thesis that Ugarit Ras  orovided the
link between the Greek civilizations and Mescpotamia, Ses Sordon.
Ihe Common Hackoround of Greek snd Hebrew Civilizations., 13 .
B, “%y alternately ideptified by Yirolleaud as mearning a
“fertile field" as in the phrase 5d°%y (1879:7, 1@). He does this
on the basis ¢f a parallel with Gewresis 41:47, See PRI 1I, o. 98.
{Bordon UH p. 462)

ids The Gezer Calender yses peshet.
15. gmh as distinct From kSmm ard s%vm in UH text Z@EI7. (Bordon ou

2781 gmh  has  been krown in the Arcient Near East Since the
Byramid Texts.

. See  Aistleitner (Untersuchungen 48) for a comparisen of
Ugaritic "hmdrt” +to the Accadian “"hamadirutu” {drying  udh.
Bezhold, an the basis of this comparisan, has suggested hmedt as
meaning "soerched or desiccated orain. {Chicago Azsyrian

Digtignary & (H) 576.) Qordm, pe3am

26, Ahu is usually translated in Hebrew as “reeds, rushes,
although Gernesis 413118 alleows a context closer to “mesdow':
marshes. Brown, Driver, and Brigos (A febrew and English Lexicon,
1387} indicates an Egyptian origin of the word. (p.Z8)

7. gml has besen tramslated "sickle" by W, Herrmann (B2AW 1@&;
(1988) 1 20-21) amd J.T. Milik (Ugaritica VIiz 1978: p, 141). in
Both contextz “"sidle" has been used to describe zome sort of
curved woodern instrument hald in a synbolic fashorn hy divinity aow
royalty. It is Healey’s ocpinion (UF153 198%3: PR- 47~53) that gml
should be understood in relaticorn to the Akkadian “gamlu®, which
is a symbol of the mocow—pod Sir. Hence, it should rnot be thoupht
=f as an agricultural tool per se.

33, As distinct from wheat and barley. In Aghat I1 i, 32 and ii,
%, 21 ksm iz umed in 2 cerimomiat context, leading Bordor to a
Epeculation that spalt Was possibly once asscociated with

cerimawnial meals. {(UH p. 422
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