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 Forms of the goddess Athtart appear across the ancient Near East and 

Mediterranean, from the 3rd millennium B.C.E. to the Roman period, and from Shuruppak 

to England.  The wide temporal and geographic distribution of this deity suggests a 

millennia-long process of cultural and intercultural transmission.  Yet transmission has 

received little attention in the scholarship on Athtart.  Instead, scholars like W. F. 

Albright and Frank Moore Cross have treated Athtart as a timeless and unchanging entity 

and have combined evidence from different time periods and cultures to create a 

composite picture of this goddess.  Such an approach assumes continuity between 

goddesses with the same name, glosses over cultural and temporal differences, and 

ignores the dynamic processes of transmission.  To begin to solve these problems, I will 

propose a new model for studying deities in the ancient world and then illustrate the 

utility of this model by applying it to the study of Athtart in the Late Bronze Age (1500-
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1180 B.C.E.).  The key insight of this model is that the representations of deities 

correspond to the daily routines of their worshippers. Furthermore, these routines affect 

the transmission of deities by favoring certain modes of transmission and altering the 

forms of the gods that are transmitted.  To substantiate these claims, I will examine the 

forms of Athtart at three Late Bronze Age sites—Egypt, Emar, and Ugarit—and 

demonstrate how they correspond to the practices of different individuals and social 

groups at these sites.  I will also study how daily routines influenced the intercultural and 

interpersonal transmission of Athtart. 
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Chapter One: Introduction  
 

I. Introduction 
 

 Goddesses with names deriving from the root ˤṯtr  (e.g., Akkadian Ištar, Ugaritic, 

ˤṯtrt, Emarite Aštart, Phoenician ˤštrt) appear through the ancient Near Eastern and 

ancient Mediterranean worlds, from Shuruppak (Farah III 110 i 3)1 to England (IG XIV 

2553-2554) and from the 26th century B.C.E. to the Roman era (30 B.C.E.-395 C.E.).  No 

doubt the wide geographic and temporal dispersal of these deities resulted from countless 

acts of cultural and inter-cultural transmission.  Yet the process of transmission receives 

little attention in the scholarly literature on these goddesses.  Instead, most scholars 

combine evidence from different periods and places to create a compound picture of a 

single goddess named Athtart, of whom the historical forms are mere manifestations.  

Such an approach assumes continuity between goddesses with cognate names, glosses 

over cultural differences, and ignores the dynamic and transformative processes of 

transmission.   

 To begin to solve these problems, I will propose a new model for studying deities 

in the ancient world and then illustrate the utility of this model by applying it to the study 

of Athtart in the Late Bronze Age.  The key insight of my model is that the 

representations of deities vary with the daily routines of their worshippers: what people 

                                                
1 Cited in W. G. Lambert, “The Pantheon of Mari,” MARI 4 (1985): 537.   
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do in their daily life corresponds to the types of deities they worship.2  Furthermore, 

certain daily routines, such as those associated with trade, transportation, and technology, 

privilege the transmission of associated deities and thus shape the outcome of cultural 

transmission.  To substantiate these claims, I will study the forms of Athtart3 at three Late 

Bronze Age (1500-1180 B.C.E.) sites—Egypt, Emar, and Ugarit—and demonstrate how 

they correspond to the daily routines of different individuals and social groups at these 

sites.4  I will also examine how daily routines influenced the intercultural and 

interpersonal transmission of Athtart.  My analysis will unfold over three chapters, each 

dedicated to a single site.  

 Using the transmission of Athtart to Egypt from the Levant as a case study, the 

first chapter argues that the everyday routines of the individuals involved in cultural 

contact can indelibly affect its outcome. I first demonstrate the existence of an equestrian 

form of Athtart associated with the elite routine of horse training and chariot warfare.  

                                                
2 Throughout this study I will use the phrases “corespond to,” and “associated with” to 
describe the relationsip between the representations of deities and the daily routines.  I do 
so in part to suggest that daily routines are not wholly determinative of religious content 
in a manner of reminiscient of the relationship between the base and the superstructure 
posited by Karl Marx in A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy (trans. S.W. 
Ryazanskaya; Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1977), 2.  Rather, to borrow a phrase from 
Max Weber, I see an “elective affinity” between the representation of deities and the 
daily routines of the devotees.  For Weber’s use of the term “elective affinity” see Max 
Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the “Spirit” of Capitalism (trans. Peter Baehr and 
Gordon C. Wells; New York: Penguin Books, 2002), 36. 
3 For the sake of grammatical simplicity, I will use “Athtart” in the singular as shorthand 
to refer to all of the different forms of Athtart attested in the ancient Near East.  I do not 
believe there was a single entity lurking behind all of the historical forms of Athtart. 
4 The Late Bronze Age is the first period to yield significant textual and material 
evidence pertaining to Athtart, including visual representations from Egypt, ritual texts 
from Emar, and mythological texts from Ugarit.  This material thus forms the foundation 
for understanding the transmission of Athtart in later periods. 
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Then, I suggest on the basis of the surviving sources that Semitic-speaking horse trainers 

brought this form of Athtart with them to Egypt, where Pharaoh Amenhotep II (1427-

1400 B.C.E.) adopted her as a tutelary goddess.  Athtart’s association with chariots within 

Egypt persisted into the Ptolemaic and Roman periods (332 B.C.E.-395 C.E.), long after 

chariots ceased to be used in battle, and the daily routines of horse trainers had shifted to 

reflect this technological development.  In addition to equestrian Athtart, this chapter will 

examine two other forms of Athtart found in Egypt: Syrian Athtar and “magico-medical” 

Athtart, a form of Athtart found in incantations.     

 The second chapter examines how the shift from pastoral to urban life, and the 

change in daily routines this shift brought, affected the representation and transmission of 

Athtart at Emar.  Emar started out as a village, but was rebuilt as an urban, military 

outpost after being captured by the Hittite king Muršili II (1321-1295 B.C.E.) in the 14th 

century B.C.E.  Accordingly, the ritual texts from Emar attest to a shift from forms of 

Athtart associated with pastoral routines, like hunting and the harvest, to forms of Athtart 

associated with urban ones like warfare, monutmental archictecture, and kingship.  Of 

these later forms, Athtart of Battle proved particularly popular.   

 The third chapter considers the physical processes of cultural transmission in 

more detail, using the different forms of Athtart at Ugarit as an example.  At Ugarit, the 

king transmitted information about Athtart ḫurri and Athtart of the Fields primarily 

through bodily participation in ritual as part of his daily routine as city ruler.  Cult singers 

and scribes, on the other hand, combined formulae, type scenes, and plot structures to 

create compelling and memorable narratives about fomrs of Athtart as part of their daily 
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routine.  But while their daily routines were indispensable for the transmission of 

information about Athtart, they had little effect on the forms of Athtart that they 

transmitted: all of the surviving narratives about Athtart from Ugarit depict her as a 

warrior or a huntress.  In addition, a few non-narrative texts found at Ugarit associate 

Athtart with incantations.  Overall, such an approach to the goddess Athtart marks a 

significant departure from previous scholarship.     

 

II. Review of Previous Scholarship 
 

 Only a few scholars have produced article-length treatments of the goddess 

Athtart.  Instead, most of the work on Athtart in the ancient Near Eastern and ancient 

Mediterranean worlds consists of brief notices in works on Ugarit, Phoenician, and 

Canaanite religions and entries in reference works and biblical dictionaries.  Many of 

these works depict Athtart as a wanton sex goddess—accepting Classical polemics 

against “oriental” religion–or as a rather colorless deity—transmuting a lack of evidence 

into a character trait.5   Furthermore, and more importantly for my work here, most of 

these works treat Athtart as a single, unitary goddess, of whom the historical forms are 

both manifestations and reliable indicators of timeless and general traits.6  The 

unarticulated model of transmission in these works seems to be duplication, as if different 

                                                
5 Theodore J. Lewis, “Athtartu’s Incantations and the Use of Divine Names as Weapons,” 
JNES 70 (2011): 225.   
6 This emphasis on Athtart’s immutable nature reflects the problematic assumption that 
goddesses—and the human women on whom they modeled—are unchanging and 
interchangeable.  Jo Ann Hackett, “Can a Sexist Model Liberate Us?: Ancient Near 
Eastern ‘Fertility’ Goddesses,” Journal of Feminist Studies in Religion 5 (1989): 65-66.   
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cultures received identical copies of one original Athtart.  While it is beyond the scope of 

this introduction to review all of the scholarly work on Athtart (much of which is short 

and derivative), I will survey the general methodological trajectory of research starting in 

the late 19th century.7     

 The earliest scholarly work on Athtart dates to the late 19th century and is largely 

bound up in comparative projects intended to unearth the origin of religion, such as 

James George Frazer’s The Golden Bough and William Robertson Smith’s Religion of 

the Semites.  Although now discredited as an account of religious origins, Frazer’s work 

shaped the trajectory of later work on ancient Near Eastern deities through the work of 

W. F. Albright.8  In the fourth chapter of The Golden Bough, Frazer proposes a three step 

evolutionary scheme in human thought from magic to religion to science that took place 

at different times in different societies and in different segments of society.9  According 

to Frazer, religion results from a personification of the natural forces necessary for human 

survival, such as agricultural fertility.10  This common cognitive origin for religion gave 

rise to similar agriculturally oriented deities throughout the world.  To substantiate this 

claim, Frazer devotes much of The Golden Bough to demonstrating close typological 

                                                
7 Rüdiger Schmitt collects a more comprehensive bibliography in his article on “Astarte 
in Ugarit, Kanaan und Ägypten,” UF 45 (2014): 509-24, translated as “Astarte, Mistress 
of Horses, Lady of the Chariot: The Warrior Aspect of Astarte,” WdO 43 (2013): 213-25. 
8 For a cogent critique of Frazer, see J. Z. Smith, “When the Bough Breaks,” History of 
Religions 12 (1972): 342-71; Imagining Religion: From Babylon to Jonestown (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1982), 19-35.   
9 For example, Frazer, The Golden Bough: A Study in Magic and Religion (Old 
Saybrook: Konecky & Konecky, 2010), 56-58, states, none too subtly, that Victorian era 
Catholics were still mired in magico-religious thinking.   
10 Ibid., 61-63.   
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similarities between the agricultural deities of different cultures both ancient and modern, 

including Athtart.  

 Frazer devotes a few paragraphs to Athtart in chapter 31 of The Golden Bough.   

There, he treats Athtart as a manifestation of “the great Mother Goddess” known not only 

throughout the ancient Near East, but in all agricultural societies.  According to Frazer, 

the Mother Goddess was a “personification of all the reproduction energies of nature” 

and “was worshipped under different names but with a substantial similarity of myth and 

ritual by many people of Western Asia.”11  In this regard, Frazer was primarily concerned 

with typology, not genealogy.  The genetic relationship between the different deities he 

described was less important than their shared typological function, which supposedly 

harkened back to the origin of religion. Furthermore, Frazer was only interested in 

cultural transmission insofar as it demonstrated typological similarity.  Describing—or 

rather imagining—the contact between the Phoenicians and Cypriotes he wrote, “the 

newcomers identified her with their Baalath or Astarte, whom she may have closely 

resembled.  If two deities were thus fused in one, we may suppose that they were both 

variants of that great goddess of motherhood and fertility.”12  Ultimately, Frazer’s 

typological methodology influenced later scholars, who adapted Frazer’s typological 

methodology to genealogical ends.  

 William Robertson Smith—Frazer’s contemporary and friend—represents a 

forgotten lineage in the study of ancient deities in that he linked the forms of deities to 

the practices of their worshippers.  Like Frazer, he sought the origins of religion in the 
                                                
11 Ibid., 316.   
12 Ibid., 315.   
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development of human society and cognition.  Unlike Frazer, he limited himself to the 

study of Semitic-speaking cultures and located the source of religion in the totemic 

principle—the identification of social groups with specific animals that enjoyed kinship 

status with their human counterparts and provided superhuman aid.13  According to 

Robertson Smith, a group’s totem animal often corresponded to their everyday activities 

as determined by a particular ecological niche, especially following the shift to 

pastoralism or agriculture.14  Goat herders, for example, might have a goat for a totem 

animal.  Over time, totem animals gave rise to human-like deities that were associated 

with the totem animal, but for a brief moment in the transition from totem to deity, the 

god assumed the form of the totem animal.15  In his discussion of the goddess Astarte in 

ancient Israel and the Phoenician city-states, for example, he notes that, “sheep and goats 

are the flocks appropriate to the steppes of Eastern Palestine, while kine and oxen are 

more suitable for the well-watered Phoenician mountains.  Thus in one place we may 

expect to find a sheep-Astarte, and in another a cow-goddess.”16  As evidence for this 

assertion, he notes that Astarte crowns herself with a bull’s head in Sakkunyaton’s 

Phoenician History, while Deuteronomy 7:13 mentions “Ashtaroth of the sheep” 

                                                
13 William Robertson Smith, Religion of the Semites (New Brunswick: Transaction 
Publishers, 2002), 124-26.    
14 Robertson Smith thus anticipates, in a limited, but significant way, Niche Construction 
Theory.  For an overview of this theoretical paradigm, which combines cognitive and 
ecological approaches to the study of religion, see Joseph Bulbulia, “Meme Infection or 
Religious Niche Construction?: An Adaptationalist Alternative to the Cultural 
Maladaptatioanlist Hypothesis,” Method and Theory in the Study of Religion 20 (2008): 
67-107 and F. John Odling-Smee, Kevin N. Laland and Marcus W. Feldman, “Niche 
Construction,” The American Naturalist 147 (1996): 641-48.   
15 Robertson Smith, Religion of the Semites, 137-39.   
16 Ibid., 311.   
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(ˤašətrôt ṣōˀnekā).17  Thus, in a limited way, Robertson Smith suggests that the attributes 

of deities varied with the daily practices of their devotees, an insight that I will apply 

throughout this dissertation (without, of course, adopting Robertson Smith’s totemic 

explanation of religion).  Unfortunately, this insight did not shape the field of Near 

Eastern studies in the same way that Frazer’s typological methodology did.  Nor does it 

seek to explain the transmission of deities.        

 The polymath biblical scholar and archaeologist W. F. Albright was one of the 

most prominent heirs of Frazer’s typological method.  Albright cites Frazer approvingly 

several times in From the Stone Age to Christianity: Monotheism and the Historical 

Process and the article “Historical and Mythical Elements in the Joseph Story” on the 

topic of dying and rising gods.18  Unlike Frazer, however, he employed typology to 

demonstrate genetic relationships between deities from different times and cultures, such 

as Anat, Juno Caelestis, and Tanit.19  Albright’s use of typology seems to be related to his 

larger intellectual goal of demonstrating the superiority of Israelite monotheism over 

Canaanite polytheism.20  In particular, typology allowed him to tar ancient Near Eastern 

                                                
17 This is Robertson Smith’s translation of ˤaštərôt ṣōˀnekā.  More likely, this phrase 
means “the offspring of your sheep” and reflects the reduction of the goddess Athtart to 
an abstract concept in the Hebrew language.   
18 W. F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity: Monotheism and the Historical 
Process  (2nd ed.  New York: Doubleday, 1957), 93, 194, 329; “Historical and Mythical 
Elements in the Story of Joseph,” JBL 37 (1918): 111-43. 
19 W. F. Albright, Yahweh and the Gods of Canaan: A Historical Analysis of Two 
Contrasting Faiths (New York: Doubleday, 1965), 135. 
20 It is no accident that his book Yahweh and the Gods of Canaan carries the subtitle A 
Historical Analysis of Two Contrasting Faiths. In this analysis, Israelite monotheism 
served as a cipher for Christianity, but it is unclear whether Canaanite polytheism was a 
cipher for some real world group for Albright in the same way that magic was a cipher 
for Catholicism in Frazer’s work.  Mark S. Smith, “Ugaritic Studies and Israelite 
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goddesses with the brush of Greco-Roman sexual polemic.  Although classical accounts 

of “oriental religion,” such as Lucian’s De Dea Syria, connect the worship of Near 

Eastern goddesses to sacred prostitution and phallic worship, ancient Near East evidence 

does not support this description.  Yet Albright read the Classical accounts back into the 

ancient Near Eastern sources, forging typological connections between Classical and 

ancient Near Eastern depictions and assuming that the Classical authors recorded timeless 

and unchanging traits of ancient Near Eastern goddesses.21  Thus, he could conclude 

regarding the cult of Athtart and Anat at Ugarit that “At its worst… the erotic aspects of 

their cult must have sunk to extremely sordid depths of social degradation.”22       

 Albright’s student, Frank Moore Cross inherited and amplified Albright’s 

typological methodology.  Cross, for example, employs a series of typological 

comparisons to relate Tanit to Athtart before ultimately identifying Tanit with Asherah.23  

He starts by noting that Roman sources refer to Tanit as Juno caelestis ‘heavenly Juno’ 

and virgo caelestis ‘heavenly maiden’.24  The first epithet he identifies with the name ˤštrt 

šmm drm ‘Athtart of the mighty heavens’ found in the 5th century B.C.E.  Sidonian 

inscription KAI 14:16. The second epithet he compares to the phrase “Anat and Athtart, 
                                                                                                                                            
Religion: A Retrospective View,” NEA 65 (2002): 17-19; J. Edward Wright, “W. F. 
Albright’s Vision of Israelite Religion,” NEA 65 (2002): 64-66. 
21 Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity, 234-35.   
22 W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel (4th ed.; Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins Press, 1956), 76-77. 
23 Frank Moore Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic: Essays in the History of the 
Religion of Israel (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997), 29-30.   
24 While the ancients did equate gods, usually in the form of bilingual god lists or 
interpretatio, the logic behind these equations often remains opaque.  Did they signify 
total identity? Or only similarity in form, function, or domain in a specific historical and 
geographic setting?  Too often scholars treat these historically conditioned equations as 
blanket statements extending indefinitely into the past and future. 
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the great goddesses who conceive but do not bear” found in the Harris Magical papyrus 

dated to the 19th or 20th Dynasty (1295-1069 B.C.E.), which he claims indicates Athtart’s 

virginity.25  He also notes that Athtart’s Egyptian title nbt pt ‘mistress of heaven’ 

parallels the Latin title caelestis and equates the title šm bˤl ‘name of Baal’ found in KTU 

16.6.56 and KAI 14:18 with Tanit’s epithet pn bˤl ‘face of Baal’.  These comparative 

moves prove problematic because Cross assumes that data from different times and 

places could be marshaled to form a composite picture of Athtart and Tanit’s character as 

if they were unchanging entities. 

 Given the importance of Albright and Cross for biblical and Near Eastern studies, 

it is little wonder that their comparative methodology has become standard in the study of 

ancient deities and Athtart in particular. Many encyclopedia articles on Athtart continue 

to cite Albright’s and Cross’s works as authoritative.  Wolfgang Röllig, for example, cites 

Yahweh and the Gods of Canaan in his entry on Athtart in Dictionnaire de la civilization 

phénicienne et punique, which treats Athtart as a unitary and unchanging entity.26  Röllig 

collates data about Athtart from all of the Phoenician city-states and their Mediterranean 

colonies as well as classical authors to arrive at compound picture of Athtart.  Based on 

this synoptic overview of the evidence, he concludes with Albright that Athtart was a sex 

goddess.27  Albright’s work on Athtart is also cited in encyclopedia articles by Tikva S. 

                                                
25 Cross most likely inherited this equation from Albright, who mentions it in the Stone 
Age to Christianity, 233.  As Hackett, “Can a Sexist Model Liberate Us?,” 72-73, n. 20, 
points out, this phrase does not indicate that Anat and Athtart are virgins, but rather the 
opposite. 
26 Wolfgang Röllig, “Astarte,” in Dictionnaire de la civilization phénicienne et punique, 
ed. Edward Lipiński (Turnhout: Brepols, 1993), 46-48.   
27 Ibid., 348.  
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Frymer, John Day, and Nicholas Wyatt.28  Cross, on the other hand, appears in the 

bibliographies of John Day and Mark S. Smith.29  Other encyclopedia articles are 

influenced by Albright and Cross at a second remove.  Paolo Xella’s article on Athtart in 

the 4th edition of Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart cites Röllig’s entry on 

Athtart mentioned above.30            

 The use of typological similarities to prove genetic relationship is also found 

scattered throughout work on the religions of the ancient Near East.  The biblical scholar 

John Day, for example, employs several typological comparisons in his study of Athtart 

in Yahweh and the Gods and Goddesses of Canaan.  He connects the biblical toponym 

ˤaštərōt qarnayim ‘Athtart of the two horns’ in Genesis 14:5 to the notice in 

Sakkunyaton’s Phoenician History that “Astarte placed upon her own head a bull’s head 

as an emblem of kingship.”31  He also explains the Hebrew phrase ˤaštərôt ṣōˀnekā 

‘fertility of the flock’ in Deuteronomy 7:13; 28:4, 18, 51 as “a hangover from an earlier 

stage of belief in which the goddess Astarte was thought to be responsible for the fertility 

of flocks of sheep” and notes that “Concern for livestock is explicitly attested of Astarte’s 

Mesopotamian equivalent, Ishtar, and the Ugaritic phrase ˤṯtrt šd ‘Astarte of the field’ 
                                                
28 Tikva S. Frymer, “Ashtoreth,” in Encyclopaedia Judaica, 2nd ed., vol. 2, ed. M. 
Berenbaum and F. Skolnik (Detroit: Macmillan Reference, 2007), 582; John Day, 
“Ashtoreth,” in The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary, vol. 1: A-C, ed. David Noel Freedman 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992), 494; Nicholas Wyatt, “Astarte.” in 
Dictionary of Deities and Demons, 2nd ed., eds Karel van der Toorn, Bob Becking, and 
Pieter W. van der Horst (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 114.     
29 Day, “Ashtoreth,” 494; Mark S. Smith, The Early History of God: Yahweh and the 
Other Deities in Ancient Israel (2nd ed.; Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2002), 227.   
30 Paolo Xella, “Astarte,” in Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, 4th ed., vol. 1, 
ed. Hans Dieter Betz (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1998), 850.   
31 John Day, Yahweh and the Gods and Goddesses of Canaan (JSOTSupp. 265; 
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002), 131. 
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presumably alludes to her concern for the fertility of field and what was in it.”32  In his 

book on Phoenician deities, Edward Lipiński identifies Athtart with a variety of 

Mediterranean deities based on typological similarities, similar epithets, and simple 

juxtaposition.33  And, in a similar vein, Daniel E. Fleming argues that Baal and Aštart 

were consorts at Emar based on comparative data from Ugarit, Egypt, Palmyra, Hatti, and 

the Phoenician city-states.34  In doing so, he assumes that the forms of Athtart from these 

sites shared the same attributes.  

 Although scholarship on Athtart remains meager and scattered, the volume of this 

work has recently increased.  Within in the past two years, two volumes of conference 

proceedings dealing with Athtart have been published: Transformation of a Goddess: 

Ishtar – Astarte – Aphrodite and Permutations of Astarte.35  The former collects papers 

from the International Conference on Ishtar/Astarte/Aphrodite: Transformation of a 

Goddess held at Keio University in Tokyo in 2011, while the latter gathers papers from 

the Expressions of Religion in Israel section at the 2012 International Society of Biblical 

Literature meeting in Amsterdam.36  Due to their plurality of authors, both works present 

an array of approaches to the study of Athtart, and it is beyond the scope of this section to 

                                                
32 Ibid., 132.  
33 Edward Lipiński, Dieux et déesses de l’univers phénicien et punique (Studia Phoenicia 
14; Leuven: Peeters, 1995), 143-44, 148-51.   
34 Daniel E. Fleming, The Installation of Baal’s High Priestess at Emar: A Window on 
Ancient Syrian Religion (HSS 42; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 219-20.  These data are 
problematic, as I will show in the chapter on Emar.   
35 David T. Sugimoto, ed., Transformation of a Goddess: Ishtar, Astarte, Aphrodite 
(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2014); Mark A. Christian, and Rüdiger Schmitt, 
“Permutations of  ‘Aštarte,” WdO 43 (2013).   
36 I had the opportunity to attend this section while visiting the Netherlands in summer of 
2012. 
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review all of the papers contained in these volumes.  Instead, I will focus on the 

theoretical approaches articulated in the introductions to these volumes as well as the 

chapters on Athtart in the Late Bronze Age.   

 The introductions to these two works represent radically different approaches to 

the topic of divine unity ranging from an assumption of fundamental unity in the case of 

Transformation of a Goddess to the acknowledgement of possible fragmentation in the 

case of Permutations of Astarte.  In the introduction to Transformation of a Goddess, 

David T. Sugimoto writes, “The theme of this volume (and the conference) is 

appreciating the changing nature of the goddess Ishtar/Astarte/Aphrodite. 

Ishtar/Astarte/Aphrodite is a goddess widely revered in the ancient West Asia [sic] and 

the Mediterranean world and known by different names, but these three are often closely 

related and sometimes identified, and the lines of their development have been 

speculated.”37 Sugimoto’s use of the singular here is striking.  According to him, Ishtar, 

Astarte, and Aphrodite constitute a single goddess worshipped under different names 

throughout the ancient Near Eastern and Mediterranean worlds.  Not only do all of the 

historical forms of Athtart represent a singular goddess, this goddess also encompasses 

all of the forms of Aphrodite and Ištar.  He goes on to concede that “Although the title 

uses a singular form of ‘a goddess’ to refer to Ishtar/Astarte/Aphrodite, this is highly 

debatable, and all three goddesses may have to be understood as completely 

independent.”38  Still, Sugimoto treats Astarte as a unitary divine beings and—sounding a 

                                                
37 David T. Sugimoto, “Preface,” in Transformation of a Goddess: Ishtar, Astarte, 
Aphrodite, ed. David T. Sugimoto (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2014), vii.   
38 Ibid., vii.  
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Frazerian note—suggests that she shares many typological similarities with Inanna, Isis, 

Hathor, Tanit, and Venus.39 

 The editors of Permutations of Astarte are far more skeptical of divine unity than 

Sugimoto. In the introduction to this volume, Mark A. Christian and Rüdiger Schmitt 

write that, “It has yet to be proven, for example, whether references to ‘ˤAšarte’ or her 

permutations necessarily conjure the same goddess in the various times and places in 

which the appellatives occur.  This is not to suggest proceeding as if there were no 

connection, but that we proceed cautiously.”40  They go on to suggest that, “Whereas 

these diverse depictions produce enthralling studies, there is a tendency to assume a 

direct correlation between the names, aspects, or epithets of gods and a particular god of 

which we cannot be sure.”41  In making this suggestion, Christian and Schmitt highlight a 

common problem in previous scholarship on divine beings in the ancient world: the 

tendency to assume continuity between deities based on shared typological features and 

semantically similar epithets and names.  They also problematize the idea that deities 

with the same or cognate names share the same attributes or are identical; for them, such 

an assertion must be proven rather than assumed.    

 The papers collected in these volumes do not necessarily follow the theoretical 

models articulated in their introductions.  Most of the essays in Transformations of a 

Goddess do not adopt Sugimoto’s claims of divine unity (due in part to the fact that each 

essay only treats one of the titular goddesses), while the essays in Permutations of a 
                                                
39 Ibid. 
40 Mark A. Christian, and Rüdiger Schmitt, “Permutations of  ‘Aštarte: Introduction,” 
WdO 43 (2013): 151.   
41 Ibid., 151-52.   
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Goddess do not necessarily share Christian and Schmitt’s acknowledgement of potential 

difference.  Instead, the essays tend to adopt a middle ground, as I will illustrate using the 

two essays on Athtart in the Late Bronze Age.  In his essay on Athtart in Late Bronze 

Age Syrian Texts in Transformations of a Goddess, Mark S. Smith introduces a note of 

caution not found in Sugimoto’s introduction: “More broadly, I want to raise a question 

about comparative methodology that focuses as much on etymology as on content.  It 

seems that the former approach assumes an undemonstrated generalization as well as a 

fairly static picture that is not particularly attuned to possibilities of regional and temporal 

variation and change.”42  He then describes the familiar typological approach: 

“Generally, modern descriptions of deities tend to survey the literary representations of 

the goddess and to generalize about her character or profile based on these 

representations.”43  Later in the essay, however, Smith makes generalizations about 

Athtart’s character. This methodological slippage becomes particularly apparent in his 

discussion of Athtart’s attribute animal.  Building on earlier work by Dennis Pardee, 

Smith argues in the latter half of his essay that Athtart’s attribute animal was a lion.44  He 

bases this argument on four factors: 1) Ishtar’s attribute animal was a lion; 2) Tanit, with 

whom Athtart was occasionally identified, is sometimes depicted as lion headed; 3) the 

goddess Astarte-Anat-Qudshu on the Winchester plaque is shown standing on a lion; and 
                                                
42 Mark S. Smith, “ˤAthtart in Late Bronze Age Syrian Texts,” in Transformation of a 
Goddess: Ishtar, Astarte, Aphrodite, ed. David T. Sugimoto (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 2014), 37-38. 
43 Ibid., 38. 
44 Pardee inaugurated this comparative enterprise in his initial publication of RIH 98/02 
(= KTU 1.180), “Preliminary Presentation of a New Ugaritic Song to ‘Athtartu (RIH 
98/02),” in Ugarit at Seventy-Five, ed. K. Lawson Younger (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 
2007), 33-35. 
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4) in Egypt, Astarte was identified with the leonine goddess Sakhmet.45  In making this 

argument, Smith assumes that data about Athtart from different times and places can be 

generalized and used to infer information about Athtart at Ugari.   

 In a similar way, Schmitt is less cautious methodologically in his own work than 

his theoretical statements in the introduction would suggest.  In his essay on Athtart in 

Permutations of Astarte, he examines evidence from Ugarit, the Phoenician city-states 

and their Mediterranean colonies, and Egypt to show—rightly—that Athtart was not a 

fertility goddess, but rather a goddess of war, apotropaic magic, and kingship.46  By 

arguing this way, however, he reads ancient documents and artifacts from different times 

and places as general statements about Athtart’s characteristics and combines these 

statements into a compound picture of the goddess.  According to Schmitt, for example, 

Athtart’s role as a huntress in KTU 1.92 coheres with her roles as a warrior goddess in 

Egypt, as does her appearance in apotropaic magic.  All three roles attest to her bellicose 

character.47  He then reconciles differences in the distribution of these attributes by 

positing historical developments in Athtart’s cult.  Noting the lack of warrior imagery for 

Athtart among the Phoenician city-states, he observes that, “It seems that her character as 

female warrior in the homeland lost its importance and was absorbed by the male deities 

of the local panthea.”48  Schmitt’s approach is problematic because it assumes, rather 

                                                
45 Smith, “ˤAthtart,” 72-74.   
46 Rüdiger Schmitt, “Astarte, Mistress of Horses, Lady of the Chariot: The Warrior 
Aspect of Astarte,” WdO 43 (2013): 214.  Schmitt does not examine the evidence from 
Emar.   
47 Ibid., 216.   
48 Ibid., 217.   



 17 

than demonstrates, that there was continuity between forms of Athtart from different 

times and places.    

 Recently a group of scholars have broken with such typological approaches by 

studying local manifestations of deities.  Spencer L. Allen, for examples, argues that Ištar 

of Nineveh and Ištar of Arbela were separate goddesses, who occupied different roles in 

the divine hierarchy and the treaty tradition.  He bases this argument on Neo-Assyrian 

god-lists, which invoke the two Ištars separately, but do not otherwise refer to the same 

deity twice.49  Likewise, Benjamin Sommer has argued at length that Yahweh had many 

local manifestations in ancient Israel, such as Yahweh of Samaria and Yahweh of Teman, 

who were physically discontinuous manifestations of the same god.50  Building on 

Sommer’s work, Jeremy Hutton argues that the inscriptions mentioning Yahweh of 

Samaria and Yahweh of Teman from the site of Kuntillet ‘Ajrud in the Sinai Peninsula 

refer to separate local forms of Yahweh.  He argues for a distinction between these two 

deities based on the placement of the inscriptions dedicated to them: a monumental 

inscription for Yahweh of Teman, the patron deity of the Negev, appears on the wall of 

the “bench room,” while an inscription for Yahweh of Samaria, the patron deity of the 

Northern Kingdom, merely appears on a pithos deposited in the “bench room.”51   

                                                
49 Spencer L. Allen, The Splintered Divine: A Study of Ištar, Baal, and Yahweh: Divine 
Names and Divine Multiplicity in the Ancient Near East (Studies in Ancient Near Eastern 
Records 5; Boston: De Gruyter, 2015), 197-99.   
50 Benjamin Sommer, The Bodies of God and the World of Ancient Israel (New York: 
Cambridge, 2009), 38-44. 
51 Jeremy Hutton, “Local Manifestations of Yahweh and Worship in the Interstices: A 
Note on Kuntillet ‘Ajrud,” JANER 10 (2010): 200-204.   



 18 

 Recent scholarship on local deities provides a helpful alternative to earlier 

scholarship, by demonstrating that deities with cognate “first names” were not necessarily 

the same (hence, the need for a geographically-determined “last name”).  But it does not 

acknowledge the possibility of variation at the sub-local level.  According to the local 

gods model, each locale, be it a city or region, could have its own manifestation of a 

deity, but that manifestation was the only form of the deity worshipped there.  This model 

also privileges certain types of data, such as imperial god lists (Allen), “national” 

literature (Sommer), and transnational sanctuaries (Hutton), which constitute the points of 

contact between two or more local traditions.  As I will argue below, however, geography 

was not the only factor in determining the form of a deity.  Different forms of a deity 

could appear within a single society or social group, and not just as a result of cultural 

contact. 

 

III. A New Method for the Study of Deities 
 

 As far back as Frazer’s The Golden Bough, most of the work on Athtart shares the 

twin assumptions that deities in the ancient world were unitary and unchanging.  Frazer 

grounded these assumptions in an evolutionary model of human culture that saw all 

deities as the personification of natural fecundity, and hence essentially the same.  This 

theoretical model allowed him to group deities together into typological categories, such 

as “mother goddess” and “dying-and-rising god.”  Today Frazer’s evolutionary approach 

to religion has been thoroughly discredited, but most scholars of ancient Near Eastern 
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religions have inherited these assumptions without theoretical or practical justification.  

Uncoupled from Frazer’s evolutionary framework, these assumptions have led to a 

problematic approach to the study of deities in the ancient world: most scholars combine 

data from different times and places to create a composite picture of a given deity under 

the assumption that deities with similar or cognate names are unitary and unchanging.  

They also treat ancient descriptions of deities as timeless and transferable evidence of 

their attributes.  Recently scholars like Christian, Schmitt, and Smith have called for 

greater methodogical precision in the study of ancient deities, but such calls have largely 

gone unheeded.  Furthermore, none of these approaches considers how the process of 

cultural and intercultural transmission affects the representation of deities.      

 The goal of this dissertation is to develop a new method for studying and 

conceptualizing deities and the transmission of deities in the ancient world, using Athtart 

as a case study.  As starting point for this enterprise, I would like to propose a linguistic 

control on the study of deities in the ancient world: only deities that have cognate names 

can be considered genetically related and directly connected through the process of 

transmission.  The reason for this is simple.  The preservation of linguistic material—i.e., 

the name of the deity—during the course of cultural transmission assures a linguistic and 

hence genetic relationship.  The same criterion applies to non-generic epithets and titles 

(i.e., epithets other than “queen,” “lord,” etc.). Typological similarities, by contrast, can 

be due to other factors such as cultural contact, coincidence, or possibly cognitive 
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factors.52  This criterion rules out typological and semi-linguistic association—the 

equation of two or more deities based on their characteristics or the semantic content of 

their epithets.  

 By focusing on deities with cognate names as the objects of transmission, I do not 

mean to suggest that such deities represent manifestations of a single divine entity 

regardless of temporal and geographic factors.53 As Allen, Sommer, and Hutton have 

shown, deities with cognate names could take different forms based on locale.  Their 

work represents an important advance in the study of deities in the ancient world.  But, as 

I will argue in this dissertation, locale alone cannot account for the different forms of 

deities with cognate names; instead, the attributes, characteristics, and representations of 

deities varied based on the daily routines of their devotees.  Daily routines consist of the 

learned bodily practices that individuals perform as part of their daily life.  They can be 

as mundane as walking or as symbolically charged as performing a sacrifice.  No two 

people have the exact same set of daily routines, although cultural and environmental 

factors such as social convention and local ecology can engender a certain uniformity in 

basic practices (e.g., forms of transportation) within social groups as the sociologist 
                                                
52 Scholars of the cognitive study of religion, such as Pascal Boyer and Justin Barrett, 
have suggested that the human mind categorizes concepts using mental “templates,” such 
as TOOL, ANIMAL, and HUMAN which exhibit different constellations of features such as 
animacy, agency, and object permanence.  The cognitive study of religion is still in its 
infancy, but such templates could lead to typological similarities between deities that are 
otherwise unrelated.  For an overview of the cognitive study of religion see Pascal Boyer, 
Religion Explained: The Evolutionary Origins of Religious Thought (New York: Basic 
Books, 2001); and Justin L. Barret, Cognitive Science, Religion, and Theology: From 
Human Minds to Divine Minds (West Conshohoken: Templeton Press, 2011).     
53 This is not the case. To cite one example: Akkadian Ištar and Sabaic ˤAṯtar are not 
idenitical— Ištar is a goddess, while ˤAṯtar is a god—even though their names are 
cognate.     
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Marcel Mauss recognized.54  The main variations in daily routines within a society 

usually arise from the social division of labor within a particular ecological niche:  Some 

learned bodily practices, such as writing, farming, and hand-to-hand combat, for 

example, are only practiced by certain groups within a society.  Such routines often 

correspond to what we might call “professions,” such as scribe, farmer, and soldier.  I am 

particularly interested in these types of daily routine here due to the relative ease of 

identifying them in the historical record compared to other types of bodily practice,55 and 

to the social and symbolic import accorded to them.56  Differences in these daily routines, 

I argue, often correspond to different forms of a deity even within the same society.  They 

also affect the cultural and intercultural transmission of deities by facilitating certain 

modes of transmission and altering the form of deities that are transmitted.        

 The turn to daily routines that I am advocating here draws on the work of Pierre 

Bourdieu and Robert Orsi.57   In what follows, I will provide an overview of their work 

                                                
54 Marcel Mauss, “Bodily Techniques,” in Sociology and Psychology: Essays, ed. Marcel 
Mauss (trans. B. Brewster; Boston: Routledge, 1979), 99-102.    
55 Certain basic bodily practices such as walking rarely show up in the extant historical 
record because they were taken for granted.  Judges 7:5-7 does draw attention to different 
ways of drinking water from a stream—a basic practice—but it is one of the rare texts 
from the ancient Near East to do so. 
56 Differences between social groups often generate and are supported by symbols, such 
as myths, rituals, and artifacts.  The story of Cain and Abel in Genesis 4:1-16, for 
example, maintains a polemically charged distinction between farmers (represented by 
Cain) and herders (represented by Abel).   
57 The French historian Michel de Certeau also stresses the importance of everyday life 
for our understanding of social institutions in The Practice of Everyday Life (trans. 
Steven F. Rendall; Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984).  However, he focused 
entirely on life in the late 20th century, post-industrial West and does not discuss the 
effect of daily routines on religious concepts.   
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on the connection between social institutions, particularly religious ones, and everyday 

life.   

 The French social theorist Pierre Bourdieu offers several important insights about 

everyday practices.  Based on ethnographic work conducted among the Kabyle Berber in 

Algeria, he argued that daily routines shape social institutions, such as the calendar.  

Shepherds, for example, observed a different calendar than farmers due to the way their 

daily practices shaped the conception of time.  For shepherds, the periods of lambing in 

the spring and shearing in the winter were of utmost practical importance, and formed the 

poles around which the year was structured; for farmers, by contrast, the periods of the 

sowing in the fall and harvest in the summer structured the year due to their practical 

importance.58  For both groups, practice structured time rather than the other way around.  

Lambs were not born in the spring.  It was spring because the ewes gave birth.59  

Although Bourdieu recognized that “there is a great temptation to amass and collate these 

different productions in order to construct a lacuna-free, contradiction-free whole, a sort 

of unwritten score [emphasis in the original] of which all the calendars derived from 

informants are then regarded as imperfect, impoverished performances,” he argued that 

scholars should not generate abstract models of social institutions, like the calendar, on 

the basis of multiple testimonies.60  Because everyday practice shapes the conception of 

time, the views of different individuals represent different ways of structuring time and 

                                                
58 Pierre Bourdieu, Outline of a Theory of Practice (trans. Richard Nice; Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1977), 100-106.  A modern analog might be the difference 
between the academic and fiscal years.   
59 Ibid., 105.   
60 Ibid., 98. 
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cannot be easily reconciled. A composite calendar only reflects the view of the 

ethnographer.  Likewise, a composite view of Athtart only represents the view of the 

scholar. 

 The religious studies scholar Robert Orsi also highlights the connection between 

everyday practices and social institutions in his ethnographic work on Catholicism in 

America.61  Throughout this work, he advances a theoretical framework for 

conceptualizing the beliefs, practices, and everyday life of religious individuals called 

“lived religion.”62  In a programmatic article in support of lived religion, Orsi writes, 

“They [scholars of lived religion] insist that something called ‘religion’ cannot be neatly 

separated from the other practices of everyday life, from the ways humans work on the 

landscape, for example, or dispose of corpses, or arrange for the security of their 

offspring.  Nor can ‘religion’ be separated from the material circumstances in which 

specific instances of religious imagination and behavior arise and to which they 

respond.”63  For Orsi, religion—of which deities are a highly visible manifestation in the 

ancient world—is bound up in with everyday practices.  Furthermore, Orsi recognizes 

that these practices both generate and are sustained by religious concepts: “Religion 

comes into being in an ongoing, dynamic relationship with the realities of everyday 

                                                
61 See for example, Robert Orsi, The Madonna of 115th Street: Faith and Community in 
Italian Harlem, 1880-1950 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985).    
62 For an overview and critique of scholarship on “lived religion” see Thomas A. Tweed, 
“After the Quotidian Turn: Interpretive Categories and Scholarly Trajectories in the 
Study of Religion since the 1960s,” The Journal of Religion 95 (2015): 361-85. 
63 Robert Orsi, “Everyday Miracles: The Study of Lived Religion,” in Lived Religion in 
America: Toward a History of Practice, ed. David D. Hall (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1997), 6-7. 
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life.”64  As I will show in this work, this insight applies equally to deities in the ancient 

world: they vary with  the daily routines of their worshippers.  Going beyond Orsi and 

Bourdieu, I will also highlight the connection between daily routines and the transmission 

of deities.     

 By focusing on differences between the forms of Athtart found in the Late 

Bronze age, I do not mean to imply that these deities do not share any features in 

common.  They do.  Egypt and Ugarit both attest forms of Athtart associated with 

incantations; Emar and Ugarit share forms of Athtart connected to hunting; and all three 

sites attest forms of Athtart related to battle.  Yet such similarities most likely arose in 

different ways and it would be a mistake, I would argue, to treat them as general features 

of a single, unitary Athtart because of superficial similarities.  As I argue in Chapter Two, 

the similarities between the incantational forms of Athtart in Egypt and Ugarit are the 

result of cultural contact.  Thus, this feature is only original to a single site.  Athtart’s 

association with warfare in Egypt, Emar, and Ugarit, on the other hand, arose from a 

series of parallel developments.  In Egypt, the equestrian Athtart’s association with 

warfare grows out of her association with horses, which were used almost exclusively in 

battle.  At Emar this feature is secondary and only develops after the reorganization of the 

site into a military outpost under Hittite control.  And at Ugarit, Athtart is associated with 

stories of mythic combat, but not necessarily the realia of warfare.  Such different 

trajectories belie a shared origin for this feature.  Only hunting seems to constitute a 

potential core feature for Athtart, which is preserved in the Proto-West Semitic formulae 

                                                
64 Ibid., 7.   
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“the hunt of Athtart” (*ṣayadu ˤAṯtar(t)i)) and “Athtart the huntress” (*ˤAṯtar(t)u 

ṣayyadatu) and reflects the importance of hunting for several West Semitic cultures.  But 

even though this feature is widespread, it should not be reflexively generalized to other 

sites that lack evidence for a hunting Athtart.  Instead, we should establish the features of 

Athtart—or any other deity for that matter—at a given site based on positive, contextual 

evidence.  

 

IV. The Development and Etymology of *ˤAṯtar- and *ˤAṯtart- 
  

 As I argued above, only deities with cognate names should be considered 

genetically related and directly connected through the process of transmission.  

Therefore, it is important to clarify the development and etymology of the divine name 

Athtart (*ˤAṯtart-) and its masculine counterpart Athtar (*ˤAṯtar-) before delving into the 

study of Athtart in the Late Bronze Age.  By determining the normal linguistic reflex of 

Athtart for each language family within Semitic, I can detect forms of Athtart that are 

likely to be borrowed based on discrepancies in their phonological realization.  Such a 

study will help identify instances of cultural contact in the transmission of Athtart. 

 The Semitic divine names *ˤAṯtar- and *ˤAṯtart- pose two problems from a 

comparative Semitic perspective.  They exhibit aberrant gender reflexes across the 

Semitic family and contain too many consonants to be easily etymologized as Semitic.  In 

East Semitic the unmarked, formally masculine form Ištar (< *ˤAṯtar-) denotes a goddess, 

while in West Semitic *ˤAṯtar- can refer to a god or goddess depending on language 
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family.  Some West Semitic languages also attest to a goddess with the explicitly 

feminine name *ˤAṯtart-.  The solutions to these two problems, I suggest, are related, and 

are indicative of prehistoric language contact.  In this section, I will show that the Proto-

Semitic source of these divine names was an unmarked feminine noun meaning ‘star’ and 

then demonstrate how this noun generated the various forms found in the attested Semitic 

languages.  Then, I will argue that speakers of early Semitic borrowed this noun from the 

Indo-European word for star, H2aster-, most likely in its Anatolian form.    

 Most scholars have advanced non-linguistic arguments to account for the bizarre 

gender reflexes of *ˤAṯtar- and *ˤAṯtart-.  Ulf Oldenberg, for example, suggests that 

*ˤAṯtar- was originally androgynous or hermaphroditic and later split into a god and 

goddess.65  As Mark S. Smith points out, however, there is no evidence to support this 

hypothesis.66   J. J. M. Roberts, on the other hand, argues that the divine pair *ˤAṯtar- 

(masculine) and *ˤAṯtart- (feminine) originally designated the morning star and evening 

star, but the influence of the Sumerian Venus goddess Inanna caused *ˤAṯtar- to develop 

into a goddess in Akkadian despite its morphological form.67  Yet the influence of Inanna 

                                                
65 Ulf Oldenburg, Conflict between El and Ba‘al (Leiden: Brill, 1969), 39-45.  See also 
W.  Heimpel, “A Catalog of Near Eastern Venus Deities,” Syro-Mesopotamian Studies 4 
(1982): 13-14; Brigitte Groneberg, “Die sumerisch-akkadische Inanna/Ištar: 
Hermaphroditos?,” WdO 17 (1985): 25-46; and H.-P. Müller, “‘aštôret,” Theological 
Dictionary of the Old Testament, vol. 11 (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2001), 
425. 
66 Mark S. Smith, “The God ‘Athtar in the Ancient Near East and His Place in KTU 1.6 
I.”  In Solving Riddles and Untying Knots: Biblical, Epigraphic, and Semitic Studies in 
Honor of Jonas C. Greenfield, eds. Ziony Zevit, Seymout Gitin, and Michael Sokoloff 
(Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1995), 629 n. 7.     
67 J. J. M. Roberts, The Earliest Semitic Pantheon: A Study of the Semitic Deities Attested 
in Mesopotamia before Ur III (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1972), 39.    
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on *ˤAṯtar- cannot account for the presence of unmarked feminine forms in West Semitic, 

like Sabaic ˤṯtrm and so Roberts’s theory is unlikely.   

 A comparison of the various forms of *ˤAṯtar- and *ˤAṯtart- suggests a different 

path of development.  The Semitic languages exhibit four different reflexes of these 

terms: 1) an unmarked feminine noun meaning ‘heaven’ or ‘star’, 2) a formally masculine 

form denoting a goddess, 3) a formally masculine form denoting a god, and 4) a formally 

feminine form denoting a goddess.68  Table 1 summarizes the distribution of these 

different reflexes.  The presence of an unmarked feminine form in both East and West 

Semitic suggests that the Proto-Semitic form was also an unmarked feminine noun.69  In 

East Semitic, the unmarked feminine form persisted, and in Old Akkadian at least, 

speakers derived a masculine form by adding the suffix –ān to the feminine.70   

 

 

 
                                                
68 The feminine marked forms always take the feminine morpheme –t, and not its 
allomorph –at.  André Parrot, who published the editio princeps of the third millennium 
B.C.E. texts from Mari, argued that dEš4-tár-ra-at (MAM III 179, 329) represented a form 
of Ištar marked with the –at morpheme. Later editions of this text render this form as 
dEš4-tar2 ra-da-na ‘Ištar of Radana’ (ARM X 87:5, 16-17, 26), which explains the 
otherwise unprecedented gemination of the r. 
69 For the importance of East Semitic data for reconstructing Proto-Semitic, see John 
Huehnergard, “Proto-Semitic and Proto-Akkadian,” in The Akkadian Language in its 
Semitic Context: Studies in the Akkadian of the Third and Second Millenium BC, eds. G. 
Deutscher and N. J. C. Kouwenberg (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 2-3; and Aren Wilson-Wright, 
“The Word for ‘One’ in Proto-Semitic,” JSS 59 (2014): 2.   
70 See, for example, in MAD 5, 59:14’ Ur-dKA.DI.  For the reading of dKA.DI as ištarān 
see W. G. Lambert, “The Reading of the God Name dKA.DI,” ZA 25 (1969): 100-103.   
The Phoenician divine name ˤštrny (Greek Άστρονόη) (KAI 44; CIS I, 260; 261; 3351; 
3352; 4864; 4871; 5903; 5950; 5979) probably has the same morphological origin as Old 
Akkadian Ištarān, but refers to a goddess.   
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Table 1: The Reflexes of *ˤAṯtar- and *ˤAṯtart- in the Semitic Languages 

Language ˤaṯtar- 
‘heaven, star’ 

Feminine  
ˤAṯtar- 

Feminine 
ˤAṯtart- 

Masculine 
ˤAṯtar- 

Akkadian  eštar / ištar71 ištart72  
Eblaite  aštar / eštar   
Ge‘ez ˤästär ‘heaven’73   ˤastär (?) 
Tigre ˤastär ‘heaven’ (f)    
Amharic astär ‘jewel, star’ 

(?)74 
   

Sabaic  ˤṯtrm  ˤṯtr 
Hadramitic  ˤṯtrm / ˤs3trm75   ˤṯtr / ˤs3tr 
Ugaritic   ˤṯtrt ˤṯtr 
Old Aramaic  ˤtr  ˤtr 
Phoenician   ˤštrt ˤštrm76 
                                                
71 *ˤAṯtar- became eštar- in Akkadian due to the regular shift of a > e in the presence of 
the etymological voiced pharyngeal fricative ˤ; the eventual shift of e > i in the Akkadian 
reflex of *ˤAṯtar- is harder to explain.  The only other word that exhibits this sound 
change is ištēn ‘one’ from original *ˤast-.  The shift may be a taboo deformation or 
contamination with the Sumerian goddess Inanna, with whom Ištar was often equated.     
72 The Standard Babylonian form ištart ‘goddess’ most likely derives secondarily from 
the plural ištarātu (CAD I 271) and does not represent an original East Semitic unmarked 
feminine.   
73 ˤästär only appears once in this meaning in Ge‘ez on an inscribed baptismal font from 
the Axumite period found in the court of the Church of the Four Animals (RIE 17 A 3).  
In this inscription, ˤästär appears in parallel with earth (mdr) in the expression ngś nhy 
bˤstr wmdr ‘the king of tranquility in heaven and earth’.  In other Axumite inscriptions, 
ˤastär refers exclusively to a male deity (e.g., RIE 270bis:30).  
74 Amharic astär ‘jewel, star’ may not reflect original *ˤaṯtar-.  Thomas Kane, Amharic-
English Dictionary (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1990), 2:1173, states that it comes from 
Arabic istār.  Wolf Leslau, Comparative Dictionary of Ge‘ez (Classical Ethiopic): Ge‘ez-
English / English-Ge‘ez: With an Index of Semitic Roots (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 
1987), 45, 73 on the other hand, distinguishes between the Ge‘ez words ˀästar  ‘pearl, 
measure of weight’ < Arabic ˀistār < Greek stāter and ˤästär ‘heaven’.  Due to the loss of 
the gutturals in Amharic, the two forms attested in Ge‘ez could have easily merged into a 
single word and I suspect therefore that Amharic astär ‘jewel, star’ does reflect original 
*ˤaṯtar.  
75 In later Hadramitic, *ṯ and *ts merged leading to orthographic confusion between ṯ and 
s3 (<*ts).  
76 The masculine form is not well attested in Phoenician.  It only appears in context in a 
5th century B.C.E. inscription found during rescue excavations in the Sharon plain where it 
bears a final -m.  This final consonant most likely represents a frozen relic of earlier 
mimation (compare the Ammonite deity milkôm < *milk-u-m). The gender of Phonecian 
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Table 1 Continued 
Hebrew   ˤaštōret77  
Proto-
Semitic 

*ˤaṯtar- *ˤaṯtar-   

Pre-Proto-
Semitic 

*ˤaṯtar-    

 

 The masculine form denoting a god and the formally feminine form denoting a 

goddess only occur in West Semitic78 and therefore there is no evidence for 

reconstructing them to Proto-Semitic.79  I suggest that these forms developed by analogy 

                                                                                                                                            
ˤštrm can be inferred from the use of the phrase lˀdnnm ‘to their lord’ in the apposition to 
it. For this inscription see R. Deutsch and M. Heltzer, Forty New Ancient West Semitic 
Inscriptions (Tel Aviv: Archaeogical Center Publication, 1994), 69-73. For relics of 
mimation in Phoenician and Punic see Johannes Friedrich, Wolfgang Röllig, and M. G. 
Amadasi Guzzo, Phönizisch-punische Grammatik, (3rd ed.; Analecta Orientalia 55; 
Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1999), 141; and M. Heltzer, “On Possible Traces of 
Archaic Mimation in Phoenician,” in Actas del IV congreso internacional de estudios 
fenicios y púnicos: Cádiz, 2 al 6 de octubre de 1995, vol. 1, eds. Manuela Barthélemy 
and María Eugenia Aubet Semmler (Cádiz: Universidad de Cádiz), 239-41. 
77 Biblical Hebrew ˤaštōret < *ˤašturt seems to be a taboo deformation of original ˤaštart,  
perhaps under the influence of the Hebrew noun bošet ‘shame’ as many scholars have 
claimed following Theodor Nöldeke, “Review of Grammatik des Biblisch Aramäischen, 
by E. Kautzsch,” Göttingische gelehrte Anzeigen (1884): 1022.  Unfortunately, it is 
unclear when this deformation took place—in the biblical period? or in during the 
development of Masoretic Hebrew reading tradition—and whether it reflects reverence or 
scorn for Athtart.  
78 The Eblaite form áš-tár:tá from the vocabulary list published most recently in G. 
Pettinato, Testi lessicali bilingui della biblioteca L. 2769.  Materiali epigrafici di Ebla IV 
(Naples: Istituto Universitario Orientale di Napoli, 1982), 290, does not represent an 
explicitly feminine marked form of the goddess in East Semitic as Alfonso Archi, “Les 
dieux d’Ebla au IIIe millénaire avant J. C. et les dieux d’Ugarit,” AAAS 29-30 (1979-80): 
168, has claimed.  The entries in vocabulary lists from Ebla do not usually appear in the 
accusative, so it seems likely that the signs tá and tár have been flipped as indicated by 
the colon in the transliteration.  According to John Huehnergard, p.c., the original form 
would have been áš-tá-tár, with the tá sign perhaps serving as a phonetic complement.   
79 Thus, I agree with Daniel Fleming’s observation cited in Mark S. Smith, “‘Athtart in 
Late Bronze Age Syrian Texts,” in Transformation of a Goddess: Ishtar, Astarte, 
Aphrodite, ed. David T. Sugimoto (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2014), p. 36 n. 
14, that the masculine form looks like a secondary development.  
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and remodeling as speakers attempted to fix the mismatch between *ˤAṯtar-’s 

morphological and physical gender.  In Ugaritic and Phoenician, this process occurred in 

three stages.  First, some speakers began explicitly marking *ˤAṯtar- as feminine with the 

addition of a final feminine –t.80 Then, while the t- and t-less forms were still in 

competition, speakers reanalyzed the t-less form as masculine by analogy with other 

paired nouns creating a male deity in the process. Over time the t-less feminine form 

disappeared.  Most likely, this process occurred independently in Ugaritic and Phoenician 

since a different process accounts for the development of the male form of *ˤAṯtar- in 

Aramaic (see below), which did not lead to the creation of an explicitly feminine marked 

form.  If this process had occurred in Proto-Northwest Semitic, the most recent ancestor 

of Ugaritic and Phoenician, it would have affected Aramaic as well and we would expect 

to see **ˤAttart in Aramaic.   

 A different process accounts for the development of a male *ˤAṯtar- in Aramaic 

and Old South Arabian.  Speakers of these languages simply reinterpreted *ˤAṯtar- as 

masculine since it lacked a final feminine –t, thus creating a male deity.  Yet the creation 

of a male *ˤAṯtar- was not enough to oust the female form from these languages: t-less 

feminine forms occur vestigially in both Aramaic and Old South Arabian.  Aramaic 

personal names transcribed in Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian, like  fdAt-tar-ra-mat 

“Attar is exalted” (YOS 6, 137.8, 11) and [MÍ.at-]tar-da-la-ti “Attar has saved” (ND 

                                                
80 Na’ama Pat-El, “On Negation in Phoenician,” in Linguistic Studies in Phoenician: In 
Memory of J. Brian Peckham, eds. Robert D. Holmstedt and Aaron Schade (Winona 
Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2013), 56, proposes a similar explanation to account for the 
difference between Phoenician negative particle bl and Hebrew negative particle biltî.      
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2443, iii.4), attest to the survival of a feminine *ˤAṯtar- in Aramaic.81  In these names, 

ˤAttar governs a feminine verb, which suggests that it refers to a goddess.  In addition, 

Richard Steiner has published an Aramaic Scorpion spell in Demotic script, which 

contains the invocation ˤ-t-r-m ‘O Attar, my mother!’, another indication of a feminine 

ˤAṯtar in Aramaic.82  Unmarked feminine forms also occur in Old South Arabian.  In 

several mid-1st millennium B.C.E. Ḥadramitic inscriptions from Raybūn, the divine name, 

ˤṯtrm governs 3rd feminine verbs like rḍwt ‘she was satisfied’ and tnwˤ ‘she asked’.83  

Likewise, in a 2nd century B.C.E. Sabaic inscription, the divine name ˤṯtrm governs several 

feminine verbs and epithets.84  To account for these forms, Alessia Prioletta invokes “the 

assimilation or fall of the dental –t,” 85 but it is more likely that these divine names reflect 

the original unmarked feminine form from Proto-Semitic with a frozen vestige of 

mimation. In the existing Hadramitic and Sabaic inscriptions, masculine ˤṯtr does not take 

mimation, which was in the process of being lost on most nouns in these languages.  

                                                
81 These names are quoted according to Karen Radner, The Prosopography of the Neo-
Assyrian Empire vol. 1, part 1: A. (Helsinki: University of Helsinki, 1998), 235; and Ran 
Zadok, On West Semites in Babylonia during the Chaldean and Achaemenid Periods: An 
Onomastic Study (Jerusalem: Tel Aviv University, 1977), 35.  Normally, personal names 
are not a good source of linguistic features.  But, because the form ˤAttar is distinctively 
Aramaic, it is very likely that these names reflect Aramaic traditions about the gender of 
Attar.   
82 Richard Steiner, “The Scorpion Spell from Wadi Hammamat: Another Aramaic Text in 
Demotic Script,” JNES 60 (2001): 261; and Ran Zadok, On West Semites in Babylonia 
during the Chaldean and Achaemenid Periods: An Onomastic Study (Jerusalem: Tel 
Aviv University, 1977), 34.      
83 Serguei Frantsouzoff, Raybūn: Ḥadrān, temple de la déesse ‘Athtarum/‘Aśtarum (2 vols.; 
Inventaire des inscriptions sudarabiques 5; Paris: Diffusion de Boccard, 2001), 2:66.    
84 Alessia Prioletta, “Evidence from a New Inscription Regarding the Goddess ˤṯ(t)rm and 
Some remarks on the Gender of Deities in South Arabia,” Proceedings of the Seminar for 
Arabian Studies 42 (2012): 312.   
85 Ibid., 312.  
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 In most of the Semitic languages, the reflexes of *ˤAṯtar- refer to deities, but in 

Ethio-Semitic, the unmarked feminine form is a common noun meaning ‘heaven’ or 

‘star’.86  This fact corresponds nicely with data from other Semitic-speaking cultures, 

where both ˤAṯtar and ˤAṯtart were frequently associated with the stars and other celestial 

bodies.  In Mesopotamia, Ištar was often identified with the planet Venus as in K5990.87  

In the Ugaritic text KTU 1.92:24’, ˤAṯtart “raises a gleam like the stars” (nšảt ẓl k kbkbm) 

while in KTU 1.43, a ritual for ˤAṯtart ḫurri takes place “in the temple of the star gods” (k 

tˤrb . ˤṯtrt . ḫr . g⎡b⎤ bt mlk . ˤšr . ˤšr . ⎡b .⎤ -- ⎡.⎤ bt ỉl⎡m⎤).88  A Late Bronze Age text 

from Emar refers to “Aštar of the stars” (dAš-tar MUL) (Emar 43:12), while in many Old 

South Arabian inscriptions, ˤṯtr bears the epithet šrqn ‘eastern’, which may refer to his 

astral nature (e.g., Hadramitic RES 2775/1-2; Minaic 2774/5; Qatabanic RES 3856/4; 

Sabaic RES 4046/5).89  Even as late as the 9th century C.E., the Syriac exegete Theodore 

bar Konai connects Athtart to the stars when he writes, “Astarte… is the same star 

(kawkaḇṯa) that rises in the east at the time of Tišri [October-November] and has many 

names according to the plurality of languages” (Liber Scholiorum II 1.8-14).90   

                                                
86 Ethio-Semitic also attests a t-less masculine variant that refers to a god.  This form will 
be discussed below.   
87 Cited in Charles Virolleaud, L’astrologie chaldéenne: Le livre intitulé “enuma <Anu> 
ilu Bêl.” Fasc. 3, Texte cunéiforme, ishtâr (Paris: P. Guethner, 1908).  It is unclear 
whether *ˤAṯtar- and *ˤAṯtart- were identified with Venus in other Semitic-speaking 
cultures.      
88 See Dennis Pardee, Les textes rituels (2 vols.; RSO 12; Paris: Éditions Recherche sur 
les Civilisations, 2000), 1:226, 276 n. 48, 307-8 for a summary of the Ugaritic evidence 
for Aṯtart’s astral traits.     
89 For a fuller list see Albert Jamme, “Le pantheon sud-arabe préislamique d’après les 
sources épigraphiques,” Museon 60 (1947): 32.   
90Additionally, the male deity ˤastär corresponds to Greek Οὐρανός, the god of the 
heavens in a Ge‘ez-Greek bilingual inscription (RIE 270bis:30).  And in Sakkunyaton’s 
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 Based on the Ethio-Semitic forms and the cultural data from the rest of the 

Semitic languages, I suggest that *ˤAṯtar- originally meant ‘star’ in Pre-Proto-Semitic and 

began to refer to a star goddess in Proto-Semitic.  Apparently, this semantic shift was still 

underway when Proto-Semitic began to split up and thus the original meaning of *ˤAṯtar- 

was preserved in Ethio-Semitic, a geographically remote subgroup.   

 There are two potential problems for my reconstruction.  First, Ethio-Semitic 

attests both the most archaic reflex of Proto-Semitic *ˤAṯtar—a feminine noun meaning 

“star” or “heaven”—and the least archaic one—a masculine t-less form—without 

displaying any of the intermediate forms.  This situation is problematic because it is 

difficult to envision a scenario where an unmarked feminine noun meaning “heaven, star” 

came to be the name of a male deity.  Of course, it is always possible that the 

intermediate forms disappeared from the language, but this line of reasoning constitutes 

an argument from silence.  More likely, the masculine form represents a later borrowing.  

Several 8th century B.C.E. Sabaic inscriptions from Axum, the future capital of the 

Axumite empire, mention the god ˤṯtr, as well as other traditional Sabaic deities like 

Dushara (RIE 39:4; 55 B; 56:2; 58).  These inscriptions were written by Sabaic-speaking 

traders and merchants who had settled in the Axumite area.  Contemporary Ethio-Sabaic 

inscriptions—that is, Sabaic inscriptions with Ethio-Semitic linguistic features—also 

mention ˤstr (RIE 1:5; 5B:2; 9:6; 10:13-14; 13:4; 33 II; 106:2; 152:2;153; 155:2),91 which 

                                                                                                                                            
Phoenician History, Astarte discovers a star while travelling around the world (lines 31-
32). 
91 Ge‘ez s represents Sabaic ṯ throughout these inscriptions due to the loss of ṯ in the 
prehistory of Ge‘ez.   
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suggests that speakers of early Ge‘ez borrowed the cult of the male deity *ˤAṯtar- from 

their Sabaic speaking neighbors. 

 The second potential problem concerns the Akkadian evidence.  Three Old 

Akkadian personal names contain what appears to be a masculine form of *ˤAṯtar- 

judging from verbal and nominal agreement—eš4-tár-dam-qá ‘Ištar is good’92, Eš4-dar-

mu-ti ‘Ištar is my husband’ (SKL 108) and Eštar-pāliq ‘Ištar is a harp’ (MAD 1, 7, i 

10)—which, when combined with the West Semitic data, would necessitate the 

reconstruction of a masculine form of *ˤAṯtar- to Proto-Semitic.  Yet I have not included 

these names in my data because names often stand outside the prevailing linguistic 

system and do not therefore provide a good source of linguistic features.93  These names 

could come from a non-Akkadian Semitic language and reflect a different tradition about 

the gender of Ištar. 

 Internal Semitic evidence suggests that *ˤAṯtar- originally meant ‘star’ in Pre-

Proto-Semitic, but the quadriliteral morphology of this form defies easy explanation.  

Scholars have proposed a number of different theories to account for the derivation of 

*ˤAṯtar- and *ˤAṯtart-, drawing on linguistic data from Semitic, Afroasiatic, Sumerian, 

and Indo-European.  Manfred Krebernik derives Athtart from the Semitic root ˤṯr ‘to be 

rich’ with an infixed -t- that then underwent metathesis: *ˤatṯar > ˤaṯtar.  As he himself 
                                                
92 Published in Raymond Jestin, “Textes économiques de Mari (IIIe dynastie d’Ur),” 
Revue d’Assyriologie et d’Archéologie Orientale 46 (1952): 196.    
93 For the methodological pitfalls of using proper names alone as a source of linguistic 
data see Frithiof Rundgren, “A propos d’une hypothèse concernant la provenance du 
morpème qatal-a,” Orientalia Suecana 14/15 (1965/66): 67-68; John Huehnergard, 
“Northwest Semitic Vocabulary in Akkadian Texts,” JAOS 107 (1987): 714-715; and N. 
J. C. Kouwenberg, The Akkadian Verb and Its Semitic Background (Languages of the 
Ancient Near East 2; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2010), 187.   
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admits, however, the nominal pattern patras is otherwise unattested among the known 

Semitic languages and so his derivation is unlikely.94  Albert Jamme, on the other hand, 

derives *ˤaṯtar- from the Arabic adjective ˤattâr ‘strong, brave’, but his interpretation 

relies on an ad hoc dissimilation of tt > ṯt.95  

 Václav Blažek treats *Atṯart- as a compound name consisting of the supposedly 

Proto-Afroasiatic roots *ˤaǧ ‘day-light, sun’ and *tary- ‘moon, star’ and meaning ‘the 

day star’.96  Unfortunately, Blažek arrived at these roots through the process of mass 

comparison and not careful reconstruction—that is, he compared the words for “sun” and 

“moon” across a number of Afro-Asiatic languages and picked similar looking terms with 

no regard for the regularity of sound change.97  

 G.  Dossin argues that Akkadian speakers created the divine name Ištar from the 

Sumerian words giš ‘sex’ and dar ‘to penetrate’ to refer to Inanna as ‘the penetrated 

sex’.98  As G. Ryckmanns points out, however, the West Semitic cognates of Ištar begin 

with the voiced pharyngeal fricative ˤ and a Sumerian derivation cannot explain the 

                                                
94 Manfred Krebernick, “Zu Syllabar und Orthographie der lexikalischen Texte aus Ebla, 
T. 2 (Glossar),” ZA 73 (1983): 31.   
95 Jamme, “Le pantheon sud-arabe préislamique,” 89 n. 256. 
96 Václav Blažek, “The Semitic Divine Name *ˤaṯtar(-at-) and its Possible Afroasiatic 
Cognates,” in Studies in Near Eastern Languages and Literatures: Memorial Volume of 
Karel Petráček, ed. Petr Zemánek, (Prague: Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, 
1996), 134-35.   
97 Don Ringe, “How Hard Is It to Match CVC-Roots?” Transactions of the Philological 
Society 97 (1999): 213-44, offers a cogent statistical critique of mass comparison.   
98 G. Dossin, “Le sumérien, langue savante et religieuse,” Bulletin de l’Académie royale 
de Belgique, cl. des Lettres, 5e série 63 (1957): 518.   
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presence of this consonant.99  Furthermore, it is unclear why speakers of Akkadian would 

create a Sumerian calque to refer to Inanna, rather than simply borrowing the name of 

this goddess.   

 More persuasive, in my opinion, are the theories which treat *ˤAṯtar- as an early 

Indo-European loanword into common Semitic.  T. V. Gamkrelidze, V. V. Ivanov, and I. 

J. Gelb have suggested a historical connection between Semitic *ˤAṯtar-, which I have 

argued originally meant ‘star’, and Proto-Indo-European H2aster- ‘star’.100  Such a 

connection appears plausible given the existence of other potential loanwords between 

early Semitic and early Indo-European such as Proto-Semitc *qarn- and Proto-Indo-

European *kṛ-n- both meaning ‘horn’ and Proto-Semitic *ṯawr- and Proto-Indo-European 

*tauro- both meaning ‘bull’.101  Yet these scholars have not determined the direction of 

borrowing, beyond noting the rarity of quadrilteral roots in Proto-Semitic as evidence 

                                                
99 G. Ryckmans, “ˤAṯtar-Ištar: Nom sumérien ou sémitique?” in Hermann von Wissmann-
Festschrift, ed. A. Leidlmar (Tübingen: Geographischen Instituts der Universität 
Tübingen, 1962), 188-89.   
100 The Proto-Indo-European form is also written H2ster-, but the presence of the 
laryngeal H2 caused vowel coloring before the break up of Proto-Indo-European and so I 
have opted for the spelling H2aster- to make the connection between the Semitic and 
Indo-European forms clearer. T. V. Gamkrelidze and V. V. Ivanov, “The Ancient Near 
East and the Indo-European Question: Temporal and Territorial Characteristics of Indo-
European based on Linguistic and Historico-Cultural Data,” Journal of Indo-European 
Studies 13 (1985): 41-42 n. 42; I. J. Gelb, “The Language of Ebla in the Light of the 
Sources from Ebla, Mari, and Babylonia,” in Ebla 1975-1985: Dieci anni di studi 
linguistici e filogici.  Atti del convegno internazionale (Napoli, 9-11 ottobre 1985), ed. 
Luigi Cagni (Naples: Instituto Universitario Orientale, 1987), 55.   
101 John Huehnergard, “Afro-Asiatic,” in The Ancient Languages of Syria-Palestine and 
Arabia, edited by Roger D. Woodard (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 
243. 
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against a Semitic origin, and have not systematically examined the phonological 

correspondences between these two words.102  

 Internal Semitic evidence suggests that the direction of borrowing was from Indo-

European to Semitic.  Proto-Semitic has another, better attested word for ‘star’, *kabkab-

,103 while Indo-European only has H2aster-.  Thus, *ˤAṯtar- seems to be secondary in 

Semitic (referring perhaps to a specific celestial object, such as Venus?) and is therefore 

more likely to be borrowed.  The Anatolian branch of Indo-European provides the most 

plausible source for this Semitic term, since the Anatolian languages were spoken in 

close proximity to the Semitic languages.  An Anatolian origin for *ˤAṯtar can also help 

explain why *ˤAṯtar was an unmarked feminine noun in Proto-Semitic.  The Anatolian 

languages only marked common and neuter gender, of which the neuter was less 

common, especially in the a-stem.104  H2aster > Hittite ḫasterza was a neuter a-stem 

noun, so perhaps early Semitic speakers mapped the neuter onto the feminine, which was 

less common than the masculine in Semitic.  

 Although Semitic *ˤAṯtar- and Indo-European/Anatolian H2aster- exhibit three 

potentially non-exact sound correspondences—ˤ ~ H2, ṯ ~ s, and a ~ e—these 

                                                
102 Hence, Igor M. Diakonoff, “On the Original Home of the Speakers of Indo-
European,” Journal of Indo-European Studies 13 (1985): 122-23, remarks that there are 
phonological difficulties with the equation of Semitic *ˤAṯtar- and Indo-European 
H2aster-.   
103 The reflexes of this word are: Akkadian kakkabu, Ge‘ez kokab, Tigre kokāb, Amharic 
kokāb, Mehri kokīb, Soqotri kibšib, Classical Arabic kawkab, Ugaritic kbkb, Imperial 
Aramaic kwkb, Biblical Hebrew kôkāb, and Phoenician kkb.  
104 Harry A. Hoffner, Jr. and H. Craig Melchert, A Grammar of the Hittite Language. I. 
Reference Grammar (Languages of the Ancient Near East 1; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 
2008), 82.   
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correspondences are all easily explained.105  The exact phonological value of Indo-

European H2 is uncertain, though most Indo-Europeanists reconstruct it as a voiced 

pharyngeal fricative ˤ or voiceless pharyngeal fricative ħ.  Robert Beekes opts for a 

voiced reconstruction, which would match the initial consonant of *ˤAṯtar-, while 

Michael Weiss argues for a voiceless realization, which could still come into Semitic as 

ˤ.106  The perception of Indo-European ħ as ˤ by Semitic speakers could be due to a 

similarity in Voice Onset Time (VOT) between the two consonants.107  The 

correspondence of Semitic ṯ and Indo-European/Anatolian s, on the other hand, can be 

explained via the mismatch between the sibilant systems of these two language families.  

As Aurelijus Vijūnas has recently argued on historical and typological grounds, the 

Proto-Indo-European s was most likely a post-alveolar sound. 108  The Proto-Semitic 

sound system, on the other hand, included at least four different sibilants: a dentialveolar 

                                                
105 According to H. Craig Melchert Anatolian Historical Phonology (Atlanta: Rodopi, 
1994), 63, 68, 76, H2, s, and e are inherited largely unchanged into early Anatolian, with 
the possible exception of devoicing in case of H2 (assuming Indo-European H2 was a 
voiced pharyngeal fricative). 
106 Robert S. P. Beekes, Comparative Indo-European Linguistics: An Introduction  (2nd 
ed.; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2011), 147; Michael Weiss, Outline of the Historical 
and Comparative Grammar of Latin (Ann Arbor: Beech Stave, 2011), 50.  See also 
Melchert, Anatolian Historical Phonology, 47, who agrees with Weiss.   
107 VOT refers to the period of time it takes for the vocal chords to resume vibrating after 
the pronunciation of a consonant.  In contact situations, similarity in VOT between 
consonants that differ only in voicing, like ḥ and ˤ, can lead to voiced consonants being 
borrowed as their unvoiced counterparts and vice-versa.  This process can occur even 
when the recipient language distinguishes both voiced and unvoiced members of the pair, 
like Semitic did with ḥ and ˤ. For examples of this phenomenon, see Richard C. Steiner, 
Early Northwest Semitic Serpent Spells in the Pyramid Texts, (Winona Lake: 
Eisenbrauns, 2011), 59-60. 
108 Aureilijus Vijūnas, “The Proto-Indo-European Sibilant */s/” Historische 
Sprachforschung 123 (2010): 40-55.     
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s, a lateral ɬ, an inter-dental ṯ, and an affricate ts. Of these, the inter-dental ṯ would have 

been closest in articulation to a post-alveolar s.  Finally, the correspondence between 

Semitic a and Indo-European/Anatolian e can be explained by a discrepancy between the 

Semitic and Indo-European vowel systems.  Early Semitic did not have a phonemic e 

vowel and so speakers may have used the Semitic a vowel as the closest equivalent to 

approximate this unfamiliar sound.   

 I have argued that the common Semitic divine names *ˤAṯtar and *ˤAṯtart go back 

to an unmarked feminine noun *ˤAṯtar- meaning ‘star’ in Pre-Proto-Semitic, which was 

borrowed from early Indo-European H2aster- of the same meaning.  In Proto-Semitic, the 

noun *ˤAṯtar- became the name of a deity, much like other Proto-Semitic terms for 

celestial features like *śams- ‘sun’.  The aberrant gender reflexes of this form emerged 

later in West Semitic, as speakers of various languages tried to reconcile the discrepancy 

between *ˤAṯtar’s grammatical and physical gender.  They derived both the masculine 

form of *ˤAṯtar and the explicitly feminine marked *ˤAṯtart through analogy and 

remodeling.  Figure 1 below provides a visual representation of these developments 

across the Semitic family.  Ultimately, the model that I have proposed here can help us 

understand the cultural history of the deities *ˤAṯtar and *ˤAṯtart in the Late Bronze Age 

and beyond, by shedding light on their origins.     
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Figure 1: The Development of *ˤAṯtar- and *ˤAṯtart- in the Semitic Languages 

(white boxes represent proto-languages; grey boxes represent attested languages) 

 

Early Indo-European
*H2aster- 'star'

Pre-Proto-Semitic 
*ˤaṯtar- 'star'

Proto-Semitic 
*ˤaṯtar- 'star' 
*ˤaṯtar- f. DN

West Semitic 
*ˤaṯtar- 'star' 
*ˤaṯtar- f. DN

Central Semitic 
*ˤaṯtar- f. DN

Northwest Semitic  
*ˤaṯtar- f. DN

Ugaritic
ˤṯtrt- f. DN   
ˤṯtr- m. DN

Aramao-Canaanite 
*ˤaṯtar- f. DN

Aramaic
ˤtr f. DN         
ˤtr m. DN

Canaanite
*ˤaṯtar- f. DN

Phoenician 
ˤštrt f. DN 
ˤštrm m. DN 

Old South Arabian   
*ˤaṯtar- f. DN

Sabaic  
ˤṯtrm f. DN  
ˤṯtr m. DN

Hadramitic
ˤṯtrm f. DN  
ˤṯtr m. DN

Ethio-Semitic 
*ˤaṯtar- 'star' 

Ge'ez 
ˤästär ‘heaven’

Tigre 
ˤastär ‘heaven’

Amharic
astär ‘star’

East Semitic 
*ˤaṯtar- f. DN

Akkadian
eštar / ištar f. DN

Eblaite 
aštar / eštar f. DN
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Chapter Two: Athtart in Egypt 
 

I. Introduction 
 

 At first glance, it might seem strange to begin a study on Athtart with evidence 

from Egypt.  Athtart, after all, was not a native Egyptian deity and did not enter the 

Egyptian pantheon until the 15th century B.C.E.109  Despite these caveats there are good 

reasons, both chronological and methodological, for doing so.  Egypt provides the earliest 

evidence for Athtart in the Late Bronze Age.  While evidence for the worship of Athtart 

first appears at Ugarit during the reign of ˤAmmiṯtamru II (c. 1260-1235 B.C.E.) and at 

Emar during the reign of Muršili II (1321-1295 B.C.E.), Athtart first appears in Egyptian 

texts during the reign of Thutmose III (1479-1425 B.C.E.) or of Amenhotep II (1427-1400 

B.C.E.), one hundred to two hundred years earlier.110  Even more importantly from a 

theoretical perspective, the case of Athtart and Egypt provides a heuristically useful 

example of cross-cultural contact in the ancient world with which to examine the impact 

of daily routines on the transmission of deities.    

                                                
109 Christiane Zivie-Coche, “Dieux autres, dieux des autres: identité culturelle et alterité 
dans l’Egypte ancienne,” IOS 14 (1994): 56; Keiko Tazawa, Syro-Palestinian Deities in 
New Kingdom Egypt: The Hermeneutics of their Existence (BAR International Series 
1965; Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009), 1; Rainer Stadelmann, Syrisch-palästinische 
Gottheiten in Ägypten   (Probleme der Ägyptologie 5; Leiden: Brill, 1967), 21; Wolfgang 
Helck, Die Beziehungen Ägyptens zu Vorderasien im 3. und 2. Jahrtausend v. Chr (2nd 
ed.; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1971), 482.    
110 Dates for Egyptian history in this chapter come from Ian Shaw, ed., The Oxford 
History of Ancient Egypt (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 484-85.  
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 In this chapter, I will trace the transmission of Athtart to Egypt during the New 

Kingdom, from the reign of Thutmose III (1479-1425 B.C.E.) to the reign of Ramses V 

(1147-1153 B.C.E.) in order to highlight the role of daily routines in the cross-cultural 

transmission of deities.  I  argue on the basis of New Kingdom evidence that the 

introduction of Athtart to Egypt was a complex process consisting of multiple layers of 

borrowings and involving several stages of cultural negotiation and adaptation.  I suggest 

that at least four different forms of Athtart entered Egypt at this time: two or more 

equestrian Athtar(t)’s, Syrian Athtar, and a “magico-medical” Athtart, each with its own 

history of transmission and associated set of daily routines.  

 

II. Review of Previous Scholarship  
 

 As Egyptologists and scholars of the ancient Near East have long recognized, the 

introduction of Athtart to Egypt was part of a larger phenomenon.  During the New 

Kingdom, at least five Semitic deities—Baal, Reshep, Hauron, Anat, and Athtart—all 

made their way into the Egyptian pantheon.111  So far scholars have highlighted two 

possible factors to account for the introduction of these deities to Egypt: deliberate royal 

policy, or the resettlement of Semitic populations as the result of war or migration.  These 

proposals represent “top-down” and “bottom-up” approaches to cultural contact.  

                                                
111 Zivie-Coche, “Dieux autres, dieux des autres,” 56; Tazawa, Syro-Palestinian Deities, 
1; Rainer Stadelmann, Syrisch-palästinische Gottheiten, 21; Helck, Die Beziehungen, 
482.    
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 The top-down approach highlights the role of the elite, and particularly the 

pharaoh, in seeking out and incorporating new deities into the pantheon.  In her study of 

foreign divinities in Egypt, for example, Christiane Zivie-Coche emphasizes royal agency 

in adopting Semitic deities: “c’est donc à l’instigation même du pharaon qu’un certain 

nombre des dieux vont être intégrés dans le pathéon égyptien et que leurs cultes vont s’y 

développer.”112  And while she concedes that prisoners of war took their gods with them 

to Egypt, she argues that these individuals did not found any new cults.  According to 

Zivie-Coche, they were too powerless to effect change in religious matters, and the cults 

of Semitic deities in Egypt are almost entirely Egyptian in nature with no hint of Semitic 

features.  Rüdiger Schmitt offers a variant of this argument, when he suggests that the 

Hysksos rulers first introduced Athtart to Egypt in the 15th Dynasty (1650-1550 B.C.E.).113  

Other scholars take a bottom-up approach and emphasize the role of migrant or captive 

Semites in transmitting Semitic deities to Egypt.  Wolfgang Helck, for example, suggests 

that Semitic deities entered Egypt under Thutmose III, who brought a large number of 

captives back from his campaigns in Syria-Palestine.114   Rainer Stadelmann makes a 

                                                
112 Zivie-Coche, “Dieux autres, dieux des autres,” 57-58; “Foreign Deities in Egypt,” in 
UCLA Encyclopedia of Egyptology, eds. Jacco Dieleman and Willeke Wendrich (Los 
Angeles, 2011), 3.  Linda Carless Hulin, “The Worshippers of Asiatic Gods in Egypt,” in 
Papers for Discussion: Presented by the Department of Egyptology, The Hebrew 
University, Jerusalem: Volume I 1981-1982, eds. Sarah Groll and H. Emily Stein 
(Jerusalem: Hebrew University, 1982), 271, advances a similar argument when she states 
that the pharaohs themselves formally introduced the worship of Asiatic gods for political 
reasons. She does not elaborate on what those reasons might have been. 
113 Schmitt, “Astarte, Mistress of Horses,” 221; “Astarte in Ugarit, Kanaan und 
Ägypten,” 516.  Note, however, that there is currently no evidence for Athtart’s presence 
in Egypt during the 15th Dynasty.       
114 Helck, Die Beziehungen, 446.  Helck advances a different argument in “Zum 
Auftreten fremder Götter in Ägypten,” Oriens Antiquus 5 (1966): 1-14.  There, he 
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similar point when he attributes the introduction of Athtart to Egypt to prisoners of 

war.115   

 Some scholars propose more detailed scenarios to account for the incorporation of 

Semitic deities into the Egyptian pantheon that go beyond questions of elite versus 

subordinate social groups.  Here, I will focus specifically on the scenarios involving 

Athtart.  Stadelmann argues that the pharaohs adopted Athtart because of her connection 

to the chariot and the absence of a native Egyptian deity who protected chariots, which 

were a relatively new piece of military technology at the time.116  Similarly, Keiko 

Tazawa, and Philippe Collombert and Laurent Coulon suggest that the pharaohs began to 

worship Athtart because of her association with horses, which were an important 

component of the Egyptian military.117  

 Hermann Ranke, followed by Stadelmann, argues that Athtart first entered Egypt 

when Tushratta, the King of Mittanni, sent a statue of Ištar of Nineveh to heal 

Amenhotep III from an unnamed disease.  He bases this argument on EA 23, a letter from 

Tushratta to Amenhotep III accompanying the statue of Ištar of Nineveh to Egypt and 

dating between 1365 and 1352 B.C.E.  The relevant section of letter reads:  “Thus Ištar of 

Nineveh (dINANNA ša uruni-i-na-a), mistress of all lands: ‘I wish to go to Egypt, a country 
                                                                                                                                            
suggests that Syrian sailors brought Baal Ṣapon and Athtart with them when they settled 
in Memphis, while Amenhotep II  adopted the warrior deities Reshep and Athtart.   
115 Stadelmann, Syrisch-palästinische Gottheiten, 146-50.   
116 Ibid., 102. 
117 Tazawa, Syro-Palestinian Deities, 134; Philippe Collombert and Laurent Coulon, “Les 
dieux contra la mer: Le début du ‘papyrus d’Astarte’ (pBN 202),” Bulletin de l’Institut 
Français d’Archéologie Orientale 100 (2000): 217. Less concretely, Donald Redford 
argues that Athtart’s warlike traits “appealed to the Egyptian military” and “account for 
her rapid assimilation into the pantheon” in Egypt, Canaan, and Israel in Ancient Times 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992), 232.   
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that I love, and then return’.  Now I herewith send her, and she is on her way.  Now, in 

the time, too, of my father [Shuttarna II]…118 went to this country, and just as she dwelt 

there and they honored her, may my brother now honor her 10 times more than before.  

May my brother honor her, (then) at (his) pleasure let her go so that she may come back.”   

Ranke speculates that Ištar’s arrival in Egypt and successful ministrations led to 

widespread royal imitation, with many sick individuals worshipping her in hope of a 

cure. Accordingly, he interprets the references to Syrian Athtar (ˤstr ḫ3rw) on an offering 

basin from Memphis and on a votive stele from Memphis, both conventionally dated to 

the reign of Amenhotep III (1390-1352 B.C.E.), as instances of royal imitation.119         

 Ranke’s argument suffers from several problems.  First, there is evidence that 

Athtart entered Egypt before the reign of Amenhotep III: the Tell el-Borg stele, the 

Sphinx stele inscription, the quarry relief at Tura, and the inscription on Thutmose IV’s 

chariot all mention Athtart and predate the reign of Amenhotep III (for these objects, see 

section IV below).  Second, EA 23 offers no evidence for the hypothesis that Tushratta 

sent the statue to Amenhotep III to heal him, but rather presents the visit as the goddess’s 

idea: “Thus Ištar of Nineveh, mistress of all lands: ‘I wish to go to Egypt, a country that I 

love, and then return’.”  William Moran and Theodore Lewis argue that Tushratta 

actually sent the statue of Ištar to Amenhotep III to commemorate the marriage of his 

                                                
118 About four signs have been effaced at this point in the text.   
119 Hermann Ranke, “Ištar als Heilgöttin in Ägypten,” in Studies Presented to F. Ll. 
Griffith, eds. Nora Griffith and S. R. K. Glanville (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 
1932), 412-18; Stadelmann, Syrisch-palästinische Gottheiten, 101.  For these objects, see 
section V below.   
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daughter Tadu-Ḫeba to the pharaoh.120  Third, neither the offering basin from Memphis 

nor the votive stele represents explicit requests for healing.  Both are standard ḥtp-dỉ-nsw 

prayers and request prosperity, well-being, and joy.  And while the owner of the votive 

stele is depicted with a crippled leg, which is highly unusual for Egyptian visual 

representations, he does not seek a cure for this condition.  Rather, he asks for “joy, 

happiness, and a beautiful burial in the western desert of Memphis.”   

 Fourth, phonological considerations rule against the identification of Ištar of 

Nineveh and Athtart.  The name Ištar is transcribed into Egyptian as ỉstr in the personal 

name ỉstrỉm /Ištar-ummī/ (Urk IV II, 11), while Athtart is always written with an initial 

<ˤ> in Egyptian.121  Finally and most importantly, EA 23 does not actually refer to Ištar, 

but rather to Šauška, an important Hurrian goddess worshipped by Tushratta.  Although 

the name of Tushratta’s patron goddess is written logographically as dINANNA in EA 23, a 

common sumerogram for both Ištar and Šauška, in EA 24 III.98 it is written syllabically 

in Hurrian as ša-uš-ka: “I shall speak to my goddess, Šauška of Niniveh (uruni-i-nu-a-a-

we dša-uš-ka-we) that a gold image for me might …”  Tushratta did not send a statute of 

Ištar of Nineveh to Amenhotep III, but rather a statue of Shaushka of Nineveh.122      

                                                
120 William Moran, The Amarna Letters (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 
1992), 61-62; Theodore J. Lewis, “Syro-Palestinian Iconography and Divine Images,” in 
Cult Image and Divine Representation in the Ancient Near East, ed. Neal H. Walls 
(Boston: ASOR Books, 2005), 93.   
121 Compare also the spelling of Ištar as ˀsttr in Richard C. Steiner, “Northwest Semitic 
Incantations in an Egyptian Medical Papyrus of the Fourteenth Century B.C.E.” JNES 51 
(1992): 194. 
122 Reflecting this understanding, Anson F., Rainey, William M. Schniedwind, and 
Zipora Cochavi-Rainey, The El-Amarna Correspondence: A New Edition of the 
Cuneiform Letters from the Site of El-Amarna Based on Collations of All Extant Texts  
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 In the end, all of these theories assume—either implicitly or explicitly—that the 

introduction of Athtart to Egypt was a one-off affair involving a single, unitary goddess.  

Instead, I argue that the transmission of Athtart to Egypt was a complex, multistage 

process, which involved both Semites and Egyptians and was shaped by the daily 

routines of both parties.  As a result of this process, I argue that at least four distinct 

forms of Athtart entered Egypt during the New Kingdom—two or more equestrian 

Athtar(t)’s, Syrian Athtar, and a “magico-medical” Athtart—each with their own 

corresponding set of bodily practices.  And while I agree with Stadelmann, Tazawa, and 

Collombert and Coulon that the pharaohs adopted the equestrian form of Athtart because 

of her connection to the horse and chariot, I do not see this connection solely as a 

metaphor or an abstraction.  Rather it also developed among individuals whose daily 

routine involved training horses.         

 

III. The Linguistic Data 
 

 Before examining the primary evidence for the introduction of Athtart to Egypt, it 

is will be helpful to study the various Egyptian transcriptions of her name in order to 

determine which texts actually refer to Athtart.  Table 2 provides an overview of all the 

available data.  The most common Egyptian spelling of Athtart is ˤstrt, which is 

consistent with the usual practice of group writing to render non-Egyptian words and 

                                                                                                                                            
(Vol. 1; HdO 110; Leiden: Brill, 2015), 185, 187, normalize dINANNA as Šauška in the 
latest edition of the Amarna letters.   
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names.123 In his study of Northwest Semitic loanwords into Egyptian from the New 

Kingdom, James Hoch found that Egyptian s (Hieroglyph S29) was used to transcribe the 

Semitic ṯ in all but a few words.124  The correspondence of Semitic ˤ, t, and r with 

Egyptian ˤ, t, and r is also regular according to Hoch.125      

 

Table 2: The Various Spellings of Athtart in Group Writing during the New Kingdom  

Object Date Spelling Transliteration 
Tell el-Borg Stele 
(Non-Royal) 

Thutmose III-
Amenhotep II 
1479-1400 
B.C.E. 

 

ˤstrt rn 

Sphinx Stele 
(Royal) 

Amenhotep II 
1427-1400 
B.C.E. 

 
ˤstrt 

Tura Quarry 
Relief 
(Royal) 
 

Amenhotep II  
1427-1400 
B.C.E. 

  

ˤstrṯ126 

 
 
                                                
123 In group writing, groups of one to three hieroglyphs are used to render the consonants 
of a loanword or foreign name.  Weak consonants, like Ꜣ, w, and y are often joined to 
strong consonants to form “syllables,” although it is debated to what extent these weak 
consonants indicate vowels.  In this study, I will refrain from taking sides in this debate, 
and concentrate solely on the consonants in the various Egyptian spellings of Athtart’s 
name. Table 1 presents all of the known transcriptions of the name Athtar(t) in group 
writing.   See William A. Ward, “A New Look at Semitic Personal Names and Words in 
Egyptian,” Chronique d’Égypte 71 (1996): 17-19, for a good summary of the debate on 
the nature of group writing.    
124 James E. Hoch, Semitic Words in Egyptian Texts from the New Kingdom and Third 
Intermediate Period (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), 402-4. 
125 Ibid., 435-37.   
126 By the New Kingdom, the phonemes represented by ṯ and t had merged and so ṯ could  
be used as an orthographic variant of t.   
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Table 2 Continued 
 
The “Astarte” 
Papyrus 
 

Amenhotep II  
1427-1400 
B.C.E. 
 

 
ˤstrt 

Chariot 
Inscription 
(Royal) 

Thutmose IV  
1400-1390 
B.C.E. 

 
ˤstrt 

Turin Stele  
(Non-Royal) 

Late 18th 
dynasty  
 

 
ˤt 

Stele of Ram 
(Non-Royal) 

Thutmose IV-
Amenhotep III  
1400-1352 
B.C.E.  

ˤstr ḫꜢrw 

Memphis Offering 
Basin  
(Non-Royal) 

Amenhotep III? 
1390-1352 
B.C.E. 

 
ˤsty ḫwrw 

Cherbourg Amulet 
(Non-Royal) 

Akhenaten  
1352-1336 
B.C.E. 

 

ˤst 

Cairo Amulet 
(Non-Royal) 

Akhenaten  
1352-1336 
B.C.E.  

ˤstrt 

Bethel Cylinder 
Seal 
(Non-Royal?) 

Horemheb?  
1323-1295 
B.C.E.  

 

ˤsṯrt 

Karnak Relief 
Inscription 
(Royal) 

Sety I  
1294-1279 
B.C.E. 

Broken, but ends in –t   

Kanais Grafitto 
(Non-Royal) 

Sety I  
1294-1279 
B.C.E. 

  

ˤst 

Stele of Ramses II 
(Royal) 

Ramses II 
1279-1213 
B.C.E. 

 
 

ˤsṯrt 
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Table 2 Continued 
 
Buhen Stele 
(Non-Royal) 

Ramses II 
1279-1213 
B.C.E.  

ˤstt 

Saqqara Animal 
Necropolis 
(Royal) 

Ramses II 
1279-1213 
B.C.E. 

Broken  

Temple of Ptah 
(Royal) 

Merneptah 
1213-1203 
B.C.E. 

 

ˤstrt 

Papyrus Anastati  Merneptah –  
Sety II  
1213-1194 
B.C.E. 

 
ˤstrt 

Poem on the 
King’s Chariot 

19th Dynasty 
1295-1186 
B.C.E. 

 
ˤstrt 

Tomb of 
Nefersekheru 
(Non-Royal) 

Late 18th or 
early 19th 
dynasty? 

 

ˤs{s}t 

Abu Simbel Relief 
(Royal) 

Siptah  
1194-1188 
B.C.E. 

 
ˤstrṯ 

Harris Magical 
Papyrus 

19th or 20th 
dynasty? 
1295-1069 
B.C.E. 

 
ˤsrt 

Medinet Habu 
Relief 
(Royal) 

Ramses III  
1184-1153 
B.C.E. 

 
ˤsṯrṯ 

Contending of 
Seth and Horus 

Ramses V 
1147-1143 
B.C.E. 

 
ˤstrt 

Leiden Magical 
Papyrus 

19th-20th 
dynasty? 
1295-1069 
B.C.E. 

 
ˤstrt 
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Table 2 Continued 
 
Royal Stables at 
Qantir 
(Royal) 

Ramses II- 
Sethnakht  
1279-1184 
B.C.E. 

Broken  

Memphis Column 
Inscription 
(Non-Royal) 

20th dynasty 
1186-1069 B.C.E 

 

ˤsṯrt 

 
 

 The main variation in the Egyptian spelling of the name of Athtart consists of the 

occasional absence of the final –t.127  t-less forms are found in inscriptions from 

Memphis, Saqqara, Kanais, and Zawyet Sultan and range in date from the reign of 

Thutmose IV (1400-1390 B.C.E.) to the reign of Ramses II (1279-1213 B.C.E.) (see Table 

1).128  Theoretically, the absence of a final feminine –t in these forms could be due to the 

progressive loss of word final –t from native Egyptian words, a process that had begun 

already in the Old Kingdom.129  This scenario seems unlikely, however, since final 

feminine –t is retained without exception in Semitic loanwords into Egyptian from the 

                                                
127 Edward Lipiński, “Syro-Canaanite Goddesses in Egypt,” Chronique d’Égypte 80 
(2005): 132, suggests on the basis of the third millennium B.C.E. Mari spelling dEš4-tár-
ra-at (MAM III, 302 and 329-30) that the t-less forms of Athtart attested in Egypt reflect 
an underlying Semitic form *ˤAṯtarat, which became ˤAṯtarā with the loss of the feminine 
suffix as in later Hebrew and Aramaic.  However, the Mari form that he cites has been 
mis-parsed in the editio princeps.  Later editions of this text render this form as dEš4-tar2 
ra-da-na ‘Ištar of Radana’ (ARM X 87:5, 16-17, 26).  Furthermore, Lipiński’s hypothesis 
lacks widespread explanatory power since he argues that the Egyptian form ˤst represents 
Anat, which leaves only one t-less form of Athtart.  
128 See figure 20 at the end of the chapter for the location of the sites mentioned in this 
chapter.   
129 For this process, see James P. Allen, The Ancient Egyptian Language: An Historical 
Study (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), 61; and Antonio Loprieno, 
Egyptian: A Linguistic Introduction (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 60.  
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New Kingdom, and the feminine Semitic loanwords that survive into Coptic also 

maintain the final –t (e.g., Semitic *śaˤartu ‘barley’ > Egyptian sˤrt > Coptic ⲥⲟⲣⲧ; 

Semitic *markabtu ‘chariot’ > Egyptian mrkbt > Coptic ⲃⲣϭⲟⲟⲩⲧ).130  The retention of –

t in these words suggests that the loss of word final –t was complete in Egyptian by the 

New Kingdom and therefore, did not affect Semitic loanwords from this time.  Instead, I 

suggest that the t-less forms reflect linguistic variation within Semitic.131  They 

correspond to the t-less feminine form of Athtart mentioned in Chapter One.     

 Most of the forms of Athtart that lack a final –t are also missing the r due to an 

inner Egyptian sound change.  As Carsten Peust has shown, r was lost intervocalically 

and in final position in Egyptian during the New Kingdom, as the Akkadian 

transcriptions of the personal name p3-ḥm-nṯr as pa-ḫa-am-na-ta and pa-ḫa-na-te (EA 

60:10, 20, 32; 62:1; 68:22; 131:35) show.132  In forms like ˤAṯtar, the final r was not 

“protected,” and thus either weakened to y as in ˤsty ḫwrw, a form found on an offering 

basin from Memphis, or disappeared entirely as in the remaining t-less forms.       

 Together, these two phenomena—one Semitic and one Egyptian—explain most of 

the variation in the Egyptian transcriptions of the name Athtart.  There are, however, 

                                                
130 Hoch, Semitic Words in Egyptian Texts, 444; Cartsen Peust, Egyptian Phonology: An 
Introduction to the Phonology of a Dead Language (Göttingen: Peust & Gutschmidt, 
1999), 307-10. 
131 Stadelmann, Syrische-Pälastinische Gottheiten, 100, makes a similar point, but he 
does not relate the t-less Egyptian forms to the general linguistic development of Athtart 
within the Semitic languages.   
132 W. F. Albright, “Cuneiform Materials for Egyptian Prosopography 1500-1200 B.C.” 
JNES 5 (1946): 17-18; Peust, Egyptian Phonology, 141, 151. 
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three forms that have undergone further mutations: ˤstt, ˤsrt, and ˤt.133  It is difficult to 

account for these forms without resorting to ad hoc explanations and therefore caution is 

necessary in using them to reconstruct the history of the goddess Athtart in Egypt.  Some 

of them, particularly the short and ambiguous form ˤt, could represent a different deity 

entirely.   The first form, ˤstt, occurs in a relief stele from a military fortress in Buhen and 

is dated to the reign of Ramses II (1279-1213 B.C.E.) based on the appearance of his 

prenomen on the stele.134  The r is missing despite the presence of a protective, final –t.  

One possible explanation for this form is that the final –t, spelled with the 

monoconsonantal hieroglyph X1, represents an unpronounced, graphic marker of the 

feminine.135  If this is the case, then ˤstt began as a t-less form, lost the final r, and then 

was graphically marked as feminine with the addition of a final –t: *ˤstr > *ˤst > ˤst.t.   

 The remaining variants, ˤsrt and ˤt, exhibit similar problems: the initial consonant 

cluster has merged into either a single s or a single t.   The first variant comes from a 

relief at Abu Simbel dated to the reign of Siptah (1194-1188 B.C.E.), while the other 

comes from an unprovenanced stele currently held in the Turin museum.  Unless they are 

                                                
133 ˤnṯrtỉ in the Egyptian translation of the Silver Treaty, which commemorated the end of 
hostilities between Egypt and Hatti in the 21st year of Ramses II (1259 B.C.E.), could 
represent a fourth anomalous form.  However, Itamar Singer, “Hittite Gods in Egyptian 
Attire: A Case Study in Cultural Transmission,” in Literature as Politics, Politics as 
Literature: Essays on the Ancient Near East in Honor of Peter Machinist, eds. David S. 
Vanderhooft and Abraham Winitzer (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2013), 452-57, has 
argued persuasively that ˤnṯrtỉ represents a combination of the West Semitic goddess 
ˤAnat and the Hittite Inara standing in for the tutelary goddess dKAL/LAMMA in the Hittite 
version of the treaty.   
134 See section III below for more information on this stele.   
135 As in the spellings of Athtart in Papyrus Anastasi, the “Astarte” Papyrus, the Harris 
Magical Papyrus, and the “Poem on the King’s Chariot.”  See Peust, Egyptian 
Phonology, 155; and Hoch, Semitic Words, 445 for further examples.  
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scribal errors, these forms most likely resulted from an ad hoc process of assimilation at 

some stage in the process of transmission: *ˤAṯtart > *ˤAṯṯart in the case of ˤsrt and 

*ˤAṯtar > *ˤAttar in the case of ˤt.136       

 As I demonstrated in Chapter One, the t and t-less varieties of the name Athtart 

rarely coexist in the same language and society.137  Thus, the variations in the Egyptian 

spelling of Athtart—and the main distinction between t and t-less forms in particular—

suggest that Athtart came to Egypt from at least two different sources: once from a social 

group that venerated *ˤAṯtartu and once from a social group that worshipped *ˤAṯtaru.  

Additional borrowings may account for some of the less common variations as well.  The 

forms ˤt and ˤsrt, for example, could reflect source languages where assimilation took 

                                                
136 Lipiński, “Syro-Canaanite Goddesses,” 124-27, argues that ˤt as well as the forms 
spelled ˤst represent the goddess Anat rather than Athtart.  He suggests that the name 
ˤAnat underwent syncope in some languages, becoming ˤAnt, and then ˤAtt with the 
regressive assimilation of the n to the t, which gave rise to the Egyptian spelling ˤt. ˤAtt 
then became ˤAst, according to Lipiński, through a combination of dissimilation and the 
influence of the Hurrian word ašte ‘woman’, since Hurrian was a lingua franca in 
Northern Syria where Anat was worshipped.  This hypothetical form gave rise to the 
Egyptian spelling ˤst.  Lipiński’s reconstructions present several problems, however.  It is 
unlikely that the name ˤAnat underwent vowel syncope because, as he himself notes, the 
second vowel of Anat was most likely long.  In a 16th century Akkadian lawsuit from 
Hazor, the name is spelled ḫa-nu-ta as a part of several personal names.  The 
representation of an etymological a as u most likely reflects the Canaanite shift of ā to ō, 
which means that the underlying vowel was long.  While typologically plausible, his 
second proposed sound change of tt > st is ad hoc and not otherwise attested in an ancient 
Semitic language.  The proposed influence of a Hurrian word on the name of a Semitic 
deity is also ad hoc and is not subject to linguistic controls.  For the form ḫa-nu-ta at 
Hazor see William M. Hallo and Hayim Tadmor, “A Lawsuit from Hazor,” IEJ 27 
(1977): 4-5.   
137 With the possible exception of Ugarit, where t-forms predominate, but a single t-less 
form occurs in the personal name ˤṯtrủm ‘Athtar is my mother’ in KTU 4.410:31; 4.426:1; 
and 4.504:2.  It is not clear, however, whether this personal name comes from Ugaritic or 
another language entirely since the components of the name ˤṯtrủm are not linguistically 
distinctive.  It could come from a language where a t-form of Athtart did not develop.   
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place in the consonant cluster ṯt as in the later Aramaic form ˤAttar (< *ˤAttar or 

*ˤAṯṯar).138  Significantly, all of the variations occur in private, non-royal stelae, with the 

exception of the relief from Abu Simbel.  Within royal documents, the spelling of Athtart 

with a final –t is consistent (accounting for the normal variation in words written in group 

writing, of course) even in the otherwise anomalous spelling from the Abu Simbel 

relief.139  The distribution of different forms suggests that the pharaoh or pharaohs who 

first elevated Athtart to a status of tutelary goddess encountered her under the name 

*ˤAṯtartu, which became the official spelling.  At the same time, a second social group 

brought the form *ˤAṯtaru to Egypt, which spread among non-royal circles and was 

subject to less standardization because it occurred in less formal inscriptions.        

 

IV. The Equestrian Forms of Athtar(t) 
 

 Although the linguistic evidence suggests at least two different forms of Athtart 

were transmitted to Egypt, it cannot illuminate the specifics of this cultural process.  For 

                                                
138 The Old Aramic spelling ˤtr (KAI 201:2), which predates the merger of *t and *ṯ in all 
subsequent dialects of Aramaic, suggests that *ˤAṯtaru became *ˤAttar rather than *ˤAṯṯar 
in the earliest attested forms of Aramaic. In Old Aramaic orthography, etymological *t is 
represented by <t> and etymological *ṯ is represented by <š> or <s>.  *ˤAṯṯar would thus 
be spelled ˤšr or ˤsr.  However, the form ˤtr found in later dialects of Aramaic could still 
reflect original *ˤAṯṯar < *ˤAṯtaru.         
139 The spelling of Athtart in Hieratic papyri was even more consistent (see Table 1) and 
may have been standardized.  Athtart is spelled exactly the same—group for group—in 
the “Praise of the Delta Residence” and the Harris Magical Papyrus and differs by only 
two signs in the “Contending of Seth and Horus.” 
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this, the primary sources referring to Athtart from the New Kingdom prove crucial.140  

Based on these sources, I will demonstrate the existence of a specifically equestrian form 

of Athtart who was worshipped by the pharaohs and other members of the military elite 

and was associated with the daily routines of horse training and chariot warfare.  I will 

then propose a tentative historical scenario to account for the introduction of this form of 

Athtart to Egypt: Amenhotep II encountered the equestrian form of Athtart while working 

alongside Semitic-speaking horse trainers in the royal stables as a young man.  These 

horse trainers may have been prisoners of war captured from Syria and the Levant by 

Amenhotep II’s father, Thutmoses III, during his many campaigns.  

  The earliest reference to Athtart from Egypt dates to the reign of Amenhotep II 

(1427-1400 B.C.E.) and associates her with the training of chariot horses, an elite activity 

comparable to formula one racing today.141  In the Sphinx Stele relief at Giza, 

                                                
140 The stele of Neferhotep, more commonly known as the “Winchester plaque” after its 
location in the Winchester College collection, will not figure into this study.  The present 
location of this object is unknown and it is unprovenanced.  Despite these problems, it 
has figured prominently in the scholarship on ancient goddesses.  The plaque depicts an 
en face, naked woman standing on the back of a lion who is simultaneously identified as 
Qudshu (qdšt), Athtart (ˤsṯrt), and Anat (ˤnṯ).  The apparent triple identification of the 
goddess from this stele led some scholars to suggest either that the Athtart, Anat, and 
Qudshu (who was assumed to be a manifestation of Asherah) had begun to merge into a 
single divine entity already in the Late Bronze Age or that they were all manifestations of 
a single “great goddess.”  See, for example, Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, 
33-34.       
141 It is important to note here that the worship of Athtart probably did not accompany the 
initial introduction of the horse and chariot to Egypt under the Hyksos during the second 
intermediate period (1773-1550 B.C.E.).  Although M. A. Littauer and J. H. Crouwel, 
Wheeled Vehicles and Ridden Animals in the Ancient Near East (Leiden: Brill, 1979), 56, 
76, cite osteological and archaeological evidence from Buhen and Tell el-Dab’a 
suggesting that horses and chariots were present in Egypt by the 17th century B.C.E., the 
earliest Egyptian reference to Athtart comes from the reign of Thutmose III or of 
Amenhotep II (1479-1400 B.C.E.), as noted above.  Indeed, while the Hyksos introduced 
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Amenhotep II boasts that he worked in the royal stables as a young man and excelled as a 

horse trainer:   

 (19) Now when he was (still) a youth, he loved his horses and rejoiced in them.  

 He was determined to work them, to learn their nature, to be skilled in training(?) 

 them and to understand (their ways)… (22) Then his Majesty [Amenhotep II’s 

 father, Thutmose III] addressed those who were beside him: “Let there be given to 

 him [Amenhotep II] extremely fine horses from my Majesty’s stable which is in 

 Memphis, and tell him ‘Look  after them, instill fear in them, trot them, and handle 

 them if there is opposition for you!’”  (23) Now afterwards, the king’s son was 

 ordered to look after the horses of the king’s stable.  Indeed, he did what he had 

 been told.  Reshep and Athtart rejoiced over it, doing all that his heart desired. 

 (24) He raised horses without parallel, which did not tire when he grasped the 

 reins, and which did not sweat in the gallop.142   

Although the inscription does not mention the exact contours of Amenhotep II’s training 

routine, it does suggest that his goal was to increases the horses’ endurance so that they 

“did not sweat in the gallop.” Most likely, he accomplished this goal through interval 

                                                                                                                                            
the horse and chariot to Egypt, they inadvertently delayed its adoption as military 
technology by blocking access to the Levantine materials and craftsmen necessary to 
build chariots.  As Ian Shaw, “Egyptians, Hyksos, and Military Technology,” in The 
Social Context of Technological Change: Egypt and the Near East, 1650-1550 BC, ed. 
Andrew J. Shortland (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2001), 69, points out, it was only after 
Ahmose (1550-1525 B.C.E) expelled the Hyksos and reopened contact with the Levant 
that the horse and chariot started to be used as a military technology. 
142 Christiane Zivie-Coche, Giza au deuxième millénaire (Cairo: Institut Français 
d’Archéologie Orientale du Caire, 1976), 68-9, provides a transcription of the original 
text.  The translation follows Peter Der Manuelian, Studies in the Reign of Amenophis II 
(Hildesheimer Ägyptologische Beiträge 26; Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 1987), 182-88.     
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training as prescribed in the various Hittite Horse Training texts, the earliest of which 

date to the end of the 15th century B.C.E.143  The 13th century Kikkuli training text, for 

example, recommends that horses run between one and nine “rounds” per day alternating 

between longer and shorter distances in order to build stamina.144  The ultimate goal of 

this training regimen was to produce better chariot horses and Amenhotep II seems to 

have excelled in this regard.145  In line 23, Reshep and Athtart rejoice over Amenhotep’s 

II accomplishments as a horse trainer, suggesting that they were the patron deities of 

horse training.  

 Amenhotep’s 18th and 19th Dynasty successors continued to represent Athtart as 

an equestrian goddess.  A decorative panel from Thutmose IV’s chariot, for example, 

calls the Pharaoh “the good god, beloved of Montu, who is keen in all labor and valiant 

with his chariot team like Athtart” (ṯnr ḥr ḥtr mỉ ˤstrt), a formula which highlights 

Athtart’s paradigmatic skill as a chariot warrior.146   The relief on this panel depicts 

Thutmose IV shooting at the enemy from a chariot.  The “Poem on the King’s Chariot,” 
                                                
143 For the dating of these texts see Erich Neu, “Zur Datierung der hethitischen 
Pferdetexte,” in Kaniššuwar: A Tribute to Hans Gustav Güterbock on his Seventy-Fifth 
Birthday, eds. Harry A. Hoffner and Gary M. Beckman (Chicago: The Oriental Institute 
of the University of Chicago, 1986), 151-163.    
144 Annelies Kammenhuber, Hippologia hethitica (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1961), 261-
63.   
145 Kammenhuber, Hippologia hethitica 233; Peter Raulwing, “The Kikkuli Text (CTH 
284): Some Interdisciplinary Remarks on Hittite Training Texts for Chariot Horses in the 
Second Half of the 2nd Millennium B.C,” in Les équidés dans le monde méditerannéen 
antique: Actes du colloque organisé par l’École française d’Athènes, le Centre Camille 
Jullian, et l’UMR 5140 du CNRS, Athènes, 26-28 Novembre 2003, ed. Armelle Gardeisen 
(Lattes: Éd. de l’Association pour le developpmént de l’archéologie en Languedoc-
Rousillon, 2005), 63.   
146 Howard Carter and Percy E. Newberry, The Tomb of Thutmôsis IV (Westminster 
Constable, 1904), pl. 8; Stadelmann, Syrische-Pälastinische Gottheiten, 102; Tazawa, 
Syro-Palestinian Deities, 91. 
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which W. R. Dawson and T. E. Peet date to the 19th Dynasty on the basis of paleography, 

also emphasizes Athtart’s association with the pharaoh’s chariot.147  This difficult poem 

identifies some of the pharaoh’s weapons with different deities and gives punning folk 

etymologies to others.  According to Colleen Manassa’s recent reanalysis of the text, 

Anat and Athtart are identified with the yoke saddles of the pharaoh’s chariot: “As for the 

yoke saddles (ḏr.wt) of your chariot, they are Anat and Athtart (ˤstrt).” 148 She makes this 

identification because the yoke saddles “ride” atop the horses’ backs, just like Anat and 

Athtart ride bareback in several reliefs from the New Kingdom (see figures 2-6).149 

 The royal stables at Qantir also suggest the worship of Athtart within an 

equestrian setting during the 19th and early 20th dynasties.150  The remains of a broken 

relief from a lining block dated to 1279-1184 B.C.E. show the pharaoh standing in 

worship before a horse (figure 2). Only the pharaoh’s legs, the base of an offering table, 

and the front hooves of the horse are preserved.  Because deities never assume an equine 

form in Egyptian visual representations, Anja Herrold suggests that the pharaoh was 

worshipping a mounted deity and proposes Athtart as the most likely candidate.151  Her 

                                                
147 W. R. Dawson and T. E. Peet, “The So-Called Poem on the King’s Chariot,” JEA 19 
(1933): 167-74.   
148 Colleen Manassa, “The Chariot that Plunders Foreign Lands: ‘The Hymn to the King 
in his Chariot’,” in Chasing Chariots: Proceedings of the First International Chariot 
Conference (Cairo 2012), eds. André J. Veldmeijer and Salima Ikram (Leiden: Sidestone, 
2013), 149.   
149 Ibid., 149.  Note, however, that labeled depictions of Anat riding horseback from the 
New Kingdom have yet to surface.    
150 Inscriptions from the stables come from the reigns of Ramses II to Sethnakht (1279-
1184 B.C.E.). 
151 Only Athtart is explicitly identified as an equestrian goddess during the New 
Kingdom, as Izak Cornelius points out in “‘Revisting’ Astarte in the Iconography of the 
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identification receives support from a partially preserved inscription on a portico column, 

which contains the first three letters of Athtart’s name (ˤst(y)).  Herrold also suggests that 

the temple to Athtart alluded to in the “Praise of the Delta Residence” may have been 

adjacent to the royal stables (see section IV below for more on this text).152  The size and 

grandeur of the royal stables certainly supports this possibility.  The excavated portions 

of the stable would have been able to house at least 418 horses and contained a workshop 

for the construction and repair of chariots.153   

Figure 2: Broken Relief from the Royal Stables at Qantir154 

 

                                                                                                                                            
Bronze Age Levant,” in Transformation of a Goddess: Ishtar, Astarte, Aphrodite, ed. by 
David T. Sugimoto (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2014), 88.  
152 Anja Herold, “Piramesses—The Northern Capital: Chariots, Horses, and Foreign 
Gods,” in Capital Cities: Urban Planning and Spiritual Dimensions.  Proceedings of the 
Symposium Held on May 27-29, 1996, Jerusalem, Israel, ed. Joan Goodnick Westenholz 
(Jerusalem: Bible Lands Museum, 1998), 142.  
153 Ibid., 140-41. 
154 Ibid., 141.   
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 Some pharaohs invoked equestrian Athtart within the context of battle without 

explicitly mentioning her connection to the horse and chariot.  Athtart’s protective role is 

hinted at in a relief from Karnak, which depicts Sety I (1294-1279 B.C.E.) attacking 

Shashu-bedouin near a town in Canaan and bears the inscription:  “The King of Upper 

and Lower Egypt, Menmaatra [Sety I’s prenomen], the Son of Ra, Sety-Merneptah, given 

life like Ra, beloved of Montu and Ast[ar]te ([ˤ]st[r]t).”155  The pairing of Montu and 

Athtart recalls the inscription on the panel of Thutmose IV’s (1400-1390 B.C.E.) chariot 

and suggests that these deities aided Sety I in battle.  A relief inscription from Medinet 

Habu, commemorating Ramses III’s (1184-1153 B.C.E.) victory over the Meshwesh 

Libyans, bears the inscription: “Ramses III, the youthful lord, heroic, to whom was 

promised victory in the womb and great and exalted strength like Montu.  It was laid 

upon him to crush the lands, to overthrow them, to repulse them for Egypt.   Montu and 

Seth are with him in every fray, Anat and Athtart are a shield for him, while Amun 

distinguishes his speech…”156  This inscription pictures Anat and Athtart as royal shield 

bearers, a role that not only entailed protecting the pharaoh in his chariot but also driving 

the chariot itself.157   

                                                
155 Reliefs and Inscriptions at Karnak IV: The Battle Reliefs of King Sety I (OIP 107; 
Chicago: Oriental Institute Press, 1986), pl. 3.   
156 H. H. Nelson, Medinet Habu II: The Later Historical Records of Ramses III (OIP 9; 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1930), pls. 80-83; W. F. Edgerton and J. A. 
Wilson, Historical Records of Ramses III: The Texts in Medinet Habu I-II (OIP 12; 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1936), 75. 
157 John Coleman Darnell and Colleen Manassa, Tutankhamun’s Armies: Battle and 
Conquest during Ancient Egypt’s Late 18th Dynasty (Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons, 
2007), 64.   
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 Athtart’s connection to the horse and chariot was known in non-royal, elite circles 

during the New Kingdom as well.  A fragment of a stele from the tomb of the high 

official Nefersekheru at Zawyet Sultan depicts Athtart riding a horse sidesaddle (figure 

3). 158   She is naked except for an Atef crown and a pectoral and brandishes a sword 

above her head with her right hand and carries a staff or spear in her left.  An inscription 

above her head invokes “Athtart” (written ˤs{s}t) and “Horus, lord of Ḥbnw [an 

important city in the 15th Upper Egyptian nome],” who is not pictured.159  In his edition 

of this stele, Jürgen Osing notes that the inscriptions from Nefersekheru’s tomb do not 

contain any dates or royal names that would permit a secure dating of his grave goods.  

He tentatively dates the inscription to late 18th or early 19th Dynasty on the basis of the 

style and linguistic profile of the relief.  He also notes similarities between the Zawyet 

Sultan relief and a relief on the offering basin from Memphis,  two amulet inscriptions 

from Saqarra, and stelae from Kanais and the Turin museum (for these objects see 

below).160    

 

 

                                                
158 Alan R. Schulman “Egyptian Representations of Horsemen and Riding in the New 
Kingdom,” JNES 16 (1957): 263-271, argues on the basis of representational evidence 
that not only was riding practiced in the New Kingdom, but the Egyptian army employed 
mounted scouts during the New Kingdom as well.  Still, it is strange that Athtart is 
depicted riding a horse given the predominance of chariotry in the Late Bronze Age.  
Perhaps riding better expressed her connection to and mastery over the horse. Or perhaps 
horse trainers rode on horseback as part of their training exercises and the depictions of 
Athtart as a mounted deity reflect this practice.     
159 The second s in this form is probably a scribal error.   
160 Jürgen Osing, Das Grab des Nefersecheru in Zawyet Sultan (Arcäologische 
Veröffentlichen DAI Kairo 88; Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1992), 23.   
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Figure 3: Stele from the Tomb of Nefersekheru161 

 

 The fortress of Buhen, north of the second cataract, has yielded a fragment of a 

similar stele from a less affluent, military context.162 On the left side of the relief, Athtart, 

identified as ˤstt, 163 sits on the back of a horse (figure 4). She wears a long, close-fitting 

garment and holds a spear and shield in her left hand and a ḫpš-scimitar in her right.164  

On her head, she wears the crown of Upper Egypt with a uraeus in the front and 

streamers cascading down the back.  On the right side of the relief, someone—either 

Ramses II judging from the appearance of his prenomen above the figure’s head or the 

                                                
161 Ibid., pl. 4.   
162 H. S. Smith, The Fortress of Buhen: The Inscriptions (Forty-eighth Excavation 
Memoir Excavations at Buhen II; London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1976), 110. 
Excavators found the stele fragment in the debris level of block C, House B, room 2.     
163 In section III, I demonstrated that this bizarre spelling comes from an original t-less 
Semitic form with the addition of an unpronounced feminine –t in Egyptian orthography.   
164 Izak Cornelius, The Many Face of the Goddess: The Iconography of the Syro-
Palestinian Godesses Anat, Astarte, Qedeshet, and Asherah c. 1500-1000 BCE (OBO 
204; Fribourg: Academic Press, 2004), 118, identifies this weapon as a mace.   
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dedicant165–offers her a nw-pot (a vessel that resembles the hieroglyph for nw).  Only his 

right arm and the pot are preserved.  Smith dates the stele to the reign of Ramses II 

(1279-1213 B.C.E.) based on the appearance of Ramses II’s prenomen on the stele and 

points out that troop captains and viceroys erected most of the inscribed objects at 

Buhen.166  

Figure 4: Stele from Buhen167 

 

 

 A graffito outside the shrine of Sety I at Kanais provides a third example of an 

equestrian Athtart from a non-royal, possibly military context (figure 5).168  In the official 

relief from the shrine, Sety I (1294-1279 B.C.E.) offers wine to several deities including 

                                                
165 Private reliefs on lintels, doorjambs, and stelae from Buhen show the dedicant 
worshipping the cartouche of Ramses II (e.g., 1080, 1110), so the dedicant could be 
worshipping both Ramses II and the equestrian Athtart.  Smith, The Fortress of Buhen, 
212.   
166 Ibid., 110.   
167 Ibid., pl. XX.   
168 Emma Brunner-Traut, Die altägyptischen Scherbenbilder (Bildostraka) der deutschen 
Museen und Sammlungen (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1956), 31.  



 65 

Amun, Re, Mut, Isis, and Osiris.  In the graffito, Athtart—identified by the label ˤst 

followed by the cobra determinative (I12)—appears on horseback facing this group of 

deities.  She wields a spear or lance with her right hand and hefts a shield in her left.  She 

appears naked except for an atef crown with streamers coming out the back.  

Figure 5: Graffito from the Shrine of Sety I at Kanais169 

 

 

 An unprovenanced stele from the Turin museum (T 50068, S 1308, RCGE 14960) 

may also refer to Athtart’s equestrian prowess (figure 6).170  Jürgen Osing reconstructs 

the broken inscription on this stele as “Athtart [mistress of the st]able who punishes (?) 

                                                
169 Leclant, “Astarté à cheval,” 33.  
170 M. Tosi and A. Roccati, Stela e alter epigafi di Deir el Medina n. 50001-50262 
(Catalogo del Museo Egizio di Torino; Serie Seconda-Collezioni; Vol. 1.; Torino: 
Edizioni d’Arte Fratelli Pozzo, 1972), 104, 224, 291.  According to museum records, the 
stele was purchased in 1900-1901, possibly from Deir el-Medina.   
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the enemy” (ˤt [nbt ỉ]ḥw nss šnty), a fitting epithet for the mounted goddess shooting an 

arrow at a fleeing Nubian who accompanies this inscription.171  Osing’s proposed title, 

[nbt ỉ]ḥw finds a close parallel in the title of Reshep in a stele from Tell el-Borg, “lord of 

the estate (?) of the stables of horses” (nb pr ỉḥw), and suggests a military context for the 

stele as a whole. As mentioned above, however, the spelling of Athtart on this stele is so 

irregular that it may refer to a different goddess.  The dating of this stele is also uncertain.  

Jean Leclant and Rainer Stadelmann date it to the reign of Thutmose IV (1400-1390 

B.C.E.) based on the appearance of a single-winged sun disk above the goddess’s head, a 

form, which they claim only appears in visual representations from the reign of Thutmose 

IV.172  Yet single-winged sun disks appear throughout the 18th Dynasty (compare CG 

34009 from the reign of Thutmose I, 1504-1492 B.C.E.). Betsy Bryan suggests a more 

plausible date in the late 18th Dynasty based on the exaggerated features of the Nubian 

captive, the style of Athtart’s collar, and the form of the horse.  She also proposes a 

Theban origin for the stele. 173    

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
171 Osing, Das Grab des Nefersecheru, 23.   
172 Jean Leclant, “Astarté à cheval d’après les representations égyptiennes,” Syria 37 
(1960): 26; Stadelmann, Syrisch-palästinische Gottheiten, 102, remark 8.   
173 Betsy Bryan, p.c. 
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Figure 6: Stele from the Turin Museum174 

 

 

 While the evidence reviewed above shows that the worship of an equestrian form 

of Athtart was widespread during the New Kingdom, it does not indicate how this form 

of Athtart entered Egypt in the first place.  Here, I would like to suggest that Semitic-

speaking horse trainers from the Levant and Syria introduced the equestrian form of 

                                                
174 Leclant, “Astarté à cheval,” pl. 1.   
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Athtart to Egypt based on the recently discovered Tell el-Borg stele from an Egyptian 

fortress in the Sinai Peninsula.  This object provides evidence for the worship of an 

equestrian form of Athtart among Semitic-speaking individuals, who were employed in 

the royal stables during the reign of Thutmose III or Amenhotep II and may have come 

from Syria or the Levant.175  The upper portion of this stele depicts “Reshep, lord of the 

estate(?) of the stable of horses” (ršp nb pr ỉḥw)176 and “Athtart the name” (ˤstrt rn) 

(figure 7). Athtart is enthroned on the back of a horse and wears a close-fitting dress.177   

She brandishes a spear above her head with her left hand and holds a shield and a second 

spear in her right.  On her head, she wears a horned atef crown.   In the lower portion of 

the stele, the dedicant, identified as “the overseer of horses, Betu, the justified” (ỉmy-r 

ssmt btw mˤꜢ ḫrw) raises his arms in worship before an offering table bearing what appear 

to be circular loaves of bread.  Betu’s title identifies him as horse trainer and member of 

the military elite, which gave him the means and status to commission his own relief 

inscription.178 Kitchen and Hoffmeier date the stele to the reign of Thutmose III or of 

                                                
175 J. K. Hoffmeier and K. A. Kitchen published the editio princeps of this stele in 
“Reshep and Astarte in North Sinai: A Recently Discovered Stela from Tell el-Borg.” 
Egypt and the Levant XVII (2007): 127-136.  For more information on its find spot and 
context, see James K. Hoffmeier, ed.  Excavations in North Sinai: Tell el-Borg I (Winona 
Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2014), 250-52.  
176 Hoffmeier and Kitchen, “Reshep and Astarte,”131. It is unclear what a pr ỉḥw was. 
177 As Hoffmeier and Kitchen, “Reshep and Astarte,” 135, point out, the depiction of 
Athtart enthroned on the back of a horse is unique in Egyptian visual representation.  The 
closest parallel comes from a 14th century seal in “Mittannian” style from Northern Syria 
published in Edith Porada, Corpus of Ancient Near Eastern Seals in American 
Collections I: Plates (Washington, D.C.: Pantheon Books, 1948), 143-44.   
178 Donald B. Redford, “A New Dated Inscription from the Reign of Horemheb,” 
Newsletter of the Society for the Study of Egyptian Antiquities 3 (1973): 6-23, published a 
votive bowl for Ptah, Athtart, Anat, Reseph, and Qudshu commissioned by another 
overseer of horses, which could provide a nice parallel to the Tell el-Borg stele.  
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Amenhotep II (1479-1400 B.C.E.) on the basis of its iconography and find spot.  The 

depiction of the horse on the stele finds its closest parallels in other early 18th Dynasty 

reliefs, while excavators found the stele in the foundation of a moat in unit B of Fosse N 

along with six doorjambs inscribed with the cartouche of Amenhotep II.179 

Figure 7: Stele from Tell el-Borg180 

 

 

 Two factors suggest that Betu came from the Levant or Syria.  As Hoffmeier and 

Kitchen already recognized in the editio princeps, Betu is a non-Egyptian name and may 
                                                                                                                                            
However, Robert Hari has conclusively demonstrated that this object is a modern forgery 
in “Faux et usage de faux ou: Le commerce des dieux égyptiens,” Bulletin de la société 
d'égyptologie de Genève 1 (1979): 35.  Schmitt, “Astarte, Mistress of Horses,” 221; 
“Astarte in Ugarit,” 516, and Tazawa, Syro-Palestinian Deities, 58, still cite this object as 
authentic.     
179 Hoffmeier and Kitchen, “Reshep and Astarte,” 127.   
180 Ibid., 128.   
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be a variant of the Hurrian name Pentu or Bentu attested at Nuzi, with an assimilation of 

the n.181  This suggests that Betu himself was of non-Egyptian origin since native 

Egyptians did not typically bear non-Egyptian names.  Of course, caution is necessary 

when inferring ethnicity from personal names, even in the ancient world when naming 

practices were far less cosmopolitan than they are in modern times.  In any case, the Tell 

el-Borg stele also contains evidence that Betu spoke a Northwest Semitic language.  In 

the text of stele, Betu invokes Athtart under the epithet ˤṯtrt rn ‘Athtart, the name,’ or 

‘Athtart of the name’ a translation and truncation of the inherited Northwest Semitic 

formula *ˤAṯtartu simu/i Baˤli ‘Athtart, name of Baal,’ attested in Ugaritic (KTU 1.2.1:7-

8, 1.16.6:54-57: ˤṯtrt šm bˤl) and Phoenician (KAI 14:18: ˤštrt šm bˤl).182  The use of this 

formula suggests that Betu spoke a Northwest Semitic language and either translated the 

formula into Egyptian himself or employed a bilingual scribe to do so.183  Taken together, 

these two factors significantly raise the probability that Betu came from Syria or the 

Levant, and based on the early date of his stele, he would have been a first-generation 

immigrant to Egypt.  His recent arrival may also explain why the depiction of equestrian 

Athtart on Betu’s stele differs from later Egyptian depictions of equestrian Athtart.  Her 
                                                
181 Ibid., 132; Ignace J. Gelb, Pierre M. Purves, and Allan A. MacRae, Nuzi Personal 
Names (OIP 57; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1943), 114. 
182  Lewis noted these parallels in “ˤAthtartu’s Incantations,” 207, but did not treat them 
as an inherited formula.  For the concept of inherited formulae see Calvert Watkins, How 
to Kill a Dragon: Aspects of Indo-European Poetics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1995), 9-10.     
183 The reason for this truncation is unclear.  Hoffmeier and Kitchen, “Reshep and 
Astarte,” 132, suggest that the shortened form of the name is either a scribal error or a 
concession to the exigencies of space.  Another possibility is that the scribe who wrote 
the inscription interpreted *ˤstrt rn bˤr, the Egyptian translation of *ˤAṯtartu simu/i Baˤli, 
as ‘Athtart of the name, (and) Baal’ and left out Baal as a superfluous reference to or title 
for Reshep. 
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worshippers had only recently arrived in Egypt and not all of her attributes had become 

fixed.  

 Unfortunately, the Tell el-Borg stele does not indicate how a Semitic speaker like 

Betu came to work in the royal stables.  I suggest that he was a prisoner of war captured 

by Thutmose III and reemployed in the royal stables.  According to his annals, Thutmose 

III captured at least 6,589 prisoners of war during his many campaigns in the Levant and 

Syria, many of whom he bestowed on key nobles.184  Recently, Ellen Morris has argued 

that these captives came from a variety of social classes, including the military elite.  She 

argues, for example, that some of the prisoners of war depicted in the Theban Tombs 

from the reigns of Hatshepshut to Amenhotep II (1473-1400 B.C.E.) were enslaved 

Hurrian warriors who had fought on behalf of Mittanni.185  Some of these captives seem 

to have possessed special skills—learned perhaps in their native land—which they 

employed on behalf of their Egyptian masters.  Several Theban Tombs, for example, 

depict prisoners of war fashioning chariots and compound bows in temple workshops, a 

task that required a significant amount of practical know-how and was first perfected in 

the Syria and the Levant (TT 86, 100).186  Other tombs depict prisoners of war working as 

vintners, reflecting Egyptian preferences for northern wine (TT 100, 260, 261).187  Given 

                                                
184 Donald Redford, Egypt and Canaan in the New Kingdom (Beer-Sheva: Ben-Gurion 
University of the Negev, 1990), 38, estimates the actual number of captives from 
Thutmose III’s campaigns at 7,300 .   
185 Ellen Morris, “Mitanni Enslaved: Prisoners of War, Pride, and Productivity in a New 
Imperial Regime,” in Creativity and Innovation in the Reign of Hatshepsut, eds. José M. 
Galán, Betsy M. Bryan, and Peter F. Dorman (SAOC 69; Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press), 376-78.    
186 Ibid., 368.  
187 Ibid., 371. 
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this tendency to exploit the special and possibly foreign skills of war captives, it would 

not be surprising for captured horse trainers to be reemployed in the royal stables.  After 

all, they practiced a specialized daily routine that would have been beneficial to their 

Egyptian masters.  Significantly, the Theban Tombs may even document captive horse 

trainers working on the estates of Egyptian nobles.  The tomb of Nebamun (TT 145) 

depicts a foreign prisoner of war leading a horse, while the tomb of Paheri (TT 69) shows 

a prisoner of war holding the reigns of Paheri’s chariot (figures 8-9).188  Nor would it be 

surprising for captured horse trainers to rise to high positions in Egyptian society like 

Betu did.  Morris documents several examples of war captives marrying into elite 

households and attaining elite status.189       

Figure 8: Wall Painting from the Tomb of Nebamun190 

 
 

 

                                                
188 Ibid., 373. 
189 Ibid., 375. 
190 Wolfgang Helck, “Ein verlorenes Grab in Theben-West: TT 145 des Offiziers Neb-
Amun unter Thutmosis III,” Antike Welt 27 (1996): fig. 16.   
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Figure 9: Wall Painting from the Tomb of Paheri191 

 
 

 Thutmose III’s booty list from Megiddo hints at a more concrete geographic 

origin for someone like Betu. According to this text, Thutmose III seized “2041 horses, 

191 foals, 6 stallions, and … colts” (Urk. IV, 663, 8) after the battle of Megiddo in 1457 

B.C.E.192  The large number of horses that he captured would most likely have 

necessitated the help of captured specialists in transporting the horses back to Egypt.193  

Furthermore, the division of horses captured at Megiddo into different age groups 

suggests that they were not simply chariot horses, but part of a breeding program 

                                                
191 Joseph J. Tylor and F. Ll. Griffith, The Tomb of Paheri at El Kab (London: The Egypt 
Exploration Fund, 1894), pl. 3.   
192 The number of colts falls in a lacuna in the text.  
193 In her study of chariotry in ancient Israel, Deborah O’Daniel Cantrell, The Horsemen 
of Israel: Horses and Chariotry in Monarchic Israel (History, Archaeology, and Culture 
of the Levant 1; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2011), 37, suggests that war horses changed 
hands numerous times in the Iron Age Levant as they were captured and recaptured in 
successive battles; the same probably applied to their grooms and trainers as well.  They 
had useful, proprietary skills that could be employed regardless of their place of origin.   



 74 

operated within the city of Meggido.  Foals, for example, would not have been found on 

the battlefield since they were too small to pull chariots. The small number of stallions is 

also consistent with a breeding population where most males were castrated to improve 

manageability, with a select few left intact for stud purposes. All this goes to show that 

Thutmose III did not simply capture horses on the battlefield, but also raided the stables 

of Megiddo when he captured the city.  This foray would have afforded him the 

opportunity to capture horse trainers who could then be reemployed in the royal 

stables.194 

 The Ugaritic omen text KTU 1.86 provides tentative evidence for the existence of 

an equestrian Athtart in northern Syria, which could have served as a model for 

equestrian Athtart in Egypt.  Line six of this fragmentary text mentions the “horse of 

Athtart” (śśw . ˤṯtrt) as a part of the protasis of an omen.  Since the Ugaritic text postdates 

the earliest reference to Athtart from Egypt by roughly 200 years, however, it is unclear 

whether KTU 1.86 reflects a native tradition about Athtart similar to the one adopted by 

the Egyptians or whether it reflects Egyptian influence.  According to PRU VI 179 the 

Hittite king Tudḫaliya granted King Ammiṯtamru II (1260-1235 B.C.E.) of Ugarit some 

                                                
194 Thutmose III also exacted tribute in horses, chariots, and chariot parts from the 
regions that he conquered, further augmenting the Egyptian chariot forces.  Amnehotep II 
continued this policy.  Helck, Die Beziehungen, 393-94, 439-42, compiles all the 
references to these pharaohs’ traffic in horses. Ultimately, this traffic brought a new 
breed of horse to Egypt, the Arabian Pur Sang, which eventually displaced the Akhal 
Teke horse as the Egyptian warhorse par excellence through sheer numbers and 
interbreeding. Catherine Rommelaere, Les chevaux du nouvel empire égyptien: Origines 
races, harnachement (Brussels: Connaissance de l’Égypte Ancienne, 1991), 34-46, 
argues for this change on the basis of Egyptian equine iconography from the New 
Kingdom.        
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form of oversight over the horse trade between Hatti and Egypt, which increases the 

likelihood that Ugarit borrowed the equestrian form of Athtart from Egypt.195   

 Drawing on data from the Tell el-Borg stele, the Theban Tombs, and the Sphinx 

Stele inscription I would now like to propose a tentative historical scenario to account for 

the introduction of the equestrian form of Athtart to Egypt.  The Tell el-Borg stele shows 

that at least one Semitic-speaking horse trainer from the Levant or Syria worked in the 

royal stables at Tell el-Borg during the reign of Thutmose III or Amenhotep II and 

worshipped an equestrian form of Athtart.  I have argued that this horse trainer was most 

likely a prisoner of war who employed his special and perhaps foreign skills for the 

benefit of his Egyptian masters and attained a high status in Egyptian society.  Judging 

from the widespread employment of war captives in other industries—including the 

manufacture of chariots—during the early 18th Dynasty, it seems likely that Thutmose III 

employed additional captive horse trainers in the royal stables at Memphis.  If I am 

correct in this hypothesis, then Amenhotep II could have learned about the equestrian 

form of Athtart from these individuals while working as a horse trainer in the royal 

stables as a young man.  After all, the Sphinx Stele inscription identifies Athtart and 

Reshep as the patron deities of horse training, who rejoice over Amenhotep II’s success 

as horse trainer.  Their association with horse training could reflect the daily routines of 

Semitic-speaking horse trainers like Betu.  

 The linguistic evidence suggests that two or more different forms of equestrian 

Athtart entered Egyptian during the New Kingdom.  All of the non-royal inscriptions 
                                                
195 PRU VI 129 n. 3; Itamar Singer, “Takuḫlinu and Ḫaya: The Governors in the Ugaritic 
Letter from Tel Aphek,” TA 10 (1983): 5 n. 3.      
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utilize the t-less spelling of Athtart’s name, even though they depict Athtart as an 

equestrian goddess like many of the royal inscriptions.  The Turin and Buhen reliefs 

exhibit further variations on the t-less spelling.  This suggests that the individuals who 

commissioned these inscriptions were not simply emulating the royal cult of equestrian 

Athtart, where Athtart was consistently spelled with a final –t, but had become familiar 

with a different form or forms of equestrian Athtart.  The existence of  t-less, equestrian 

forms of Athtart in Egypt reflects linguistic and cultural diversity among the Semitic-

speaking horse trainers who I have suggested were reemployed in Egyptian stables and 

brought Athtart to Egypt.  Since three quarters of the t-less forms of equestrian Athtart 

most likely appear in military contexts, some of these horse trainers may have been 

reemployed in the military where they introduced equestrian Athtart to their brothers-in-

arms.  

V. Adaptation of the Equestrian Forms of Athtar(t) 
 

 Even as she was represented as an equestrian goddess in both royal and non-royal 

contexts, Athtart underwent “Egyptianization.”  Over the course of the New Kingdom, 

she acquired Egyptian-style temples and priesthoods, several native Egyptian epithets, 

and a venerable Egyptian genealogy.   

 After exchanging the reins and riding crop for the crook and flail, Amenhotep II 

continued to venerate Athtart.  In a royal commemorative relief from the quarries at Tura, 

she appears in the middle of a procession of Memphite deities, including Ptah, Osiris, and 

Hathor, receiving offerings from Amenhotep II (figure 10).  Like the other deities, she 
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carries a wꜢs-scepter in her right hand and an ankh in her left.196  A legend above her head 

identifies her as “Athtart foremost of Peru-nefer” (ˤstrṯ ḫntt prw nfr).197 Peru Nefer was 

the main Egyptian harbor during the 18th Dynasty and an important center of international 

commerce and trade.198  Overall, Athtart’s association with several major Memphite 

deities and her stewardship of Peru-nefer suggests that Amenhotep II had adopted her as 

a tutelary goddess some time before commissioning the Tura relief.  His reasons for 

doing so are unclear, but the equestrian Athtart’s association with the chariot and the 

importance of chariots in Late Bronze Age warfare may have played a role in this 

transition. She was an equestrian goddess who protected the horse and chariot on the 

battlefield and in the stable.   

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
196 The wꜢs- (literally ‘power’ or ‘dominion’) scepter was a long, straight staff topped by 
a stylized animal head and ending in a fork.   
197 For this relief see Howard Vyse, Appendix to Operations Carried on at the Pyramids 
of Gizeh in 1837 (Vol. 3.; London: Frazor, 1842), 95; Stadelmann, Syrische-Pälastinische 
Gottheiten, 104; Tazawa, Syro-Palestinian Deities, 87; and Cornelius, The Many Face of 
the Goddess, 13.  
198 Manfred Bietak, “The Impact of Minoan Art on Egypt and the Levant: A Glimpse of 
Palatial Art from the Naval Base of Peru-Nefer at Avaris,” in Cultures in Contact: From 
Mesopotamia to the Mediterranean in the Second Millennium BC, eds Joan Aruz, Sarah 
B. Graff, and Yelena Rakic (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2013), 188, locates 
Peru-nefer at modern day Avaris.   
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Figure 10: Quarry Relief from Tura199 

 
 

 Sometime between the reigns of Amenhotep II and Akhenaten (1427-1336 

B.C.E.), the equestrian form of Athtart received an Egyptian-style priesthood and temple.  

Two amulets originally from a tomb in Saqqara identify their owner as “Serbykhen, 

called ỉbꜢy, priest of Athtar(t)” (ḥm nṯr ˤst[rt] srbyḫn ḏdf ỉbꜢy).200  Like so many Egyptian 

artifacts, the two amulets became separated in the modern era as a result of the antiquities 

trade.  Karl Lepsius purchased the first amulet in Cairo from the antiquities dealer 

Massara in 1842 and tentatively dated it to the reign of Akhenaten (1352-1336 B.C.E.) 

based on the presence of a gold ring bearing Akhenaten’s cartouche among the rest of 

Serbykhen’s grave goods.201  The second amulet was donated to the Cherbourg museum 

                                                
199 Cornelius, Izak Cornelius, The Many Face of the Goddess, pl. 3.4.   
200 In a third inscription, Serbykhen refers to himself as the “first priest of Amun” (ḥm nṯr 
tpy n ỉmn), a prestigious position in the royal cult appointed directly by the pharaoh.    
201 Lespius, Karl Lespius, Denkmäler aus Aegypten und Aethiopien nach den 
Zeichnungen der von seiner Majestät dem Könige von Preussen Friederich Wilhelm IV. 
nach diesen Ländern gesendeten und in den Jahren 1842-1845 ausgeführten 
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in 1910 and rediscovered by Michel de Wachter in 1985.202  In both amulets as well as 

other inscriptions from his tomb, Serbykhen refers to himself as ỉbꜢy, which appears to be 

an Egyptian transcription of a hypocoristic Semitic personal name.203  ỉbꜢ renders the 

Semitic noun ˀabū ‘father’, a common element in Semitic names, followed by a truncated 

third masculine prefix verb ya-(C1C2vC3).204  Taken together, the name means something 

like ‘May the (divine) father do X!’   Serbykhen’s double name hints at a larger process 

of cultural negotiation taking place within Athtart’s Egyptian cult.  Perhaps ˀAbūya was a 

Semite who was integrated into Egyptian society.  Or perhaps Serbykhen received a 

Semitic name or title (ỉbꜢy) to signal his participation in Athtart’s cult.  In either case, 

Serbykhen’s two names suggests that there was continuing Semitic influence on Athtart’s 

                                                                                                                                            
wissenschaftlichen Expedition auf Befehl seiner Majestät (12 vols.; Berlin: Nicolai, 1849-
1859), 1:16. 
202 Michel De Wachter, “L’Égypte dan les musés, châteaux, bibliothèques et sociétés 
savants de province,” Bulletin de la société française d’égyptologie 103 (1985): 27-43. 
203 Stadelmann, Syrisch-palästinische Gottheiten, 35; Helck, Die Beziehungen, 374; 
Schneider, Asiatische Personnamen, 188. The name Serbyekhen, by contrast, defies easy 
explanation.  Schneider, Asiatische Personnamen, 188 suggests that the ỉbꜢy and sꜢrbyḫyn 
form a longer, Akkadian name ˀAbīya-šarbiˀ-ˀaḫḫin meaning ‘My father, make the two 
brothers great!’ although he notes several phonological difficulties with this 
interpretation, such as the use of the wrong Egyptian sibilant to render Akkadian š.  
Stadelmann, Syrisch-palästinische Gottheiten, 34 treats the name as either *śarbaḥan 
“the lord has tested me” or “prince of the stronghold,” but both interpretations lack good 
Semitic parallels.  Helck, Die Beziehungen, 374, treats it as an otherwise unattested 
Hurrian name šalip-ew(?)-ḫina of unknown meaning.   
204 Contra Stadelmann, Syrisch-palästinische Gottheiten, 36, the first person possessive 
suffix only assumes the form –ya on nouns in the genitive with few exceptions.  
Therefore, the final –y in ỉbꜢy is best interpreted as a third masculine singular suffix from 
a clipped verbal form.    
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cult in Egypt, with either Semites taking part in her priesthood or Semitic names or titles 

being given to her priests.205    

 The spelling of Athtart in the two different amulets belonging to Serbykhen 

provides additional evidence for the multi-layered development of Athtart’s cult in Egypt.  

In the Cherbourg amulet, her name is written ˤst, which reflects Semitic ˤAṯtar, while in 

the Cairo amulet her name is written ˤstrt, which reflects Semitic ˤAṯtart and corresponds 

to the “official” spelling of her name employed in royal inscriptions.  These differences, I 

suggest, reflect a deliberate choice on the part of Serbykhen to honor both his personal 

form of Athtart and the official form of Athtart.  In the Cherbourg amulet, Serbykhen 

used his personal pronunciation of Athtart, while in the Cairo amulet, he used her 

“government name.”206  

 One other New Kingdom text refers to a priest of Athtart.  A fragmentary column 

inscription from Memphis mentions “…a priest of Iah, who resides in the town of Per… a 

priest of King Sahura, and a priest of Athtart (ˤsṯrt), mistress of the two lands.”207  

Unfortunately, this text cannot tell us much about the development of Athtart’s cult, 

unlike the Cairo and Cherbourg amulets.  It is unclear whether this inscription refers to a 

single priest, who served multiple gods like Serbykhen, or three different priests, as 
                                                
205 Contra Zivie-Coche, “Dieux autres, dieux des autres,” 57-58.  ˀabu ‘father’ is not 
attested as a priestly title in Late Bronze Age documents from Syria and the Levant, but 
some later religious titles of Semitic origin like abba and abbot do derive from this word.   
206 It does not matter whether Serbykhen was Semitic or Egyptian for this argument to be 
valid.  While the pronunciation ˤAṯtar did come from a second, independent Semitic 
source, this form of the goddess had become popular among both Egyptians and Semites 
living in Egypt by the reign of Amenhotep III (see section V below). 
207 Brugsch, Heinrich.  Recueil de monuments égyptiens: dessinés sur lieux et publiés 
sous les auspices de Son Altesse le vice-roi d’Égypte Mohammed-Said-Pasha (Leipzig: 
Hinrichs, 1862), pl. 4. 
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Tazawa suggests.208   Moreover, the date of this text remains uncertain.  Brugsch dated it 

to the 20th Dynasty, but he did not provide a reason for doing so.209  

 The existence of priests serving Athtart suggests that she had a temple or temples 

somewhere in Egypt, most likely in the 18th Dynasty capital at Memphis.210  But there is 

more concrete evidence as well.  Papyrus Anastasi II 1, 4-5 = IV 6.4 preserves a potential 

reference to a temple of Athtart in Piramses, the 19th Dynasty capital, in a poem titled 

“Praise of the Delta Residence.”211  The relevant section reads: “Its [the Delta 

Residence’s] western part is the house of Amun, its southern part the house of Seth.  

Athtart (ˤstrt) is in its eastern part and Wadjet in its northern part.”  Although the poem 

presents an idealized, cosmic view of the city partitioned into male and female sectors, it 

still suggests that Piramses featured a temple to Athtart.   The house of Amun and the 

house of Seth both refer to known temples from Piramses, and by extension, the reference 

to Athtart indicates that she had a temple in the city as well (although not necessary in the 

eastern part of the city).212  Anja Herold argues that this temple to Athtart was connected 

                                                
208 Brugsch, Recueil de Monuments, 7; Tazawa, Syro-Palestinian Deities, 93.   
209 Brugsch, Recueil de Monuments, 7.   
210 Although the amulets of Serbykhen come from the reign of Akhenaten, who built a 
new capital from the ground up at El-Amarna, Akhenaten only built temples to the god 
Aten there. 
211 For this text see Alan H. Gardiner, Late Egyptian Miscellanies (Bibliothéca 
Aegyptiaca VII; Brussels: La Fondations Égyptologique Reine Élisabeth, 1937), 12-13; 
and Ricardo A. Caminos, Late Egyptian Miscellanies (Brown Egyptological Studies 1; 
London: Oxford University Press, 1954), 37-40.  Papyrus Anastasi II contains a poem in 
praise of Merneptah (1213-1203 B.C.E), so it must date to his reign at the earliest; Papyrus 
Anastasi IV, on the other hand, is explicitly dated to the reign of Sety II (1200-1194 
B.C.E.) in the title of the papyrus 
212 The temple of Athtart at Piramses must be different from the temple where Serbykhen 
served since Piramses was not constructed until the reign of Ramses II (1279-1213 
B.C.E.), who relocated the Egyptian capital there. 
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to the royal stables at Qantir, but the relevant section of the site has not been excavated 

yet.213       

 In addition to a temple and priesthood, Athtart also received a native Egyptian 

genealogy during the New Kingdom.214  For the most part, she was identified as the 

‘daughter of Ptaḥ’ (sꜢt n ptḥ), a title also borne by Hathor at Memphis.215  If Collombert 

and Coulon are correct in re-dating the “Astarte” papyrus to the time of Amenhotep II 

(1427-1400 B.C.E.), then this process had already begun during his reign.216  They argue 

persuasively that pBN 202 forms the incipit to the “Astarte” papyrus (pAmherst IX) 

based on the similar fiber patterns of pBN 202 and pAmherst IX and particularly the 

distinctive join in the right margins of both papyri.217  The first five lines of pBN 202 

                                                
213 Herold, “Piramesses—The Northern Capital,” 142.   
214 The Ugaritic narrative text KTU 1.92:15 identifies El as Athtart’s father, but it is 
unclear whether Athtart’s relationship with Ptah in Egypt reflects this Semitic precedent 
or is an Egyptian innovation.        
215 Keiko Tazawa, “Astarte in New Kingdom Egypt: Reconsideration of her Role and 
Function.” In Transformation of a Goddess: Ishtar, Astarte, Aphrodite, ed. David T. 
Sugimoto (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2014), 117. 
216 Alan H. Gardiner, “The Astarte Papyrus,” in Studies Presented to F. Ll. Griffith, eds. 
Nora Griffith and S. R. K. Glanville (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1932), 81. The 
“Astarte” papyrus is a fragmentary literary text describing a conflict between Seth (= 
Baal) and the Sea (ym) after the Ennead fails to placate latter god.  The modern title given 
to this papyrus is misleading.  As Alan Gardiner recognized already in 1932, Astarte 
plays only a minor role in the story recorded in the “Astarte” papyrus, especially 
compared to the storm god, Seth-Baal.  For the possible connection between Astarte and 
the Sea see Noga Ayali-Darshan, “‘The Bride of the Sea’: The Traditions about Astarte 
and Yamm in the Ancient Near East,”  in A Woman of Valor: Jerusalem Ancient Near 
Eastern Studies in Honor of Joan Goodnick Westenholz, eds. Wayne Horowitz, Uri 
Gabbay, and Filip Vukosavovic (Bibliotheca del Proximo Oriente Antiguo 8; Madrid: 
C.S.I.C., 2010), 19-33; W. G. Lambert, “The Pantheon of Mari,” MARI 4 (1985): 525-
539; and Meindert Dijkstra, “Ishtar Seduces the Sea Serpent: A New Join in the Epic of 
Hedammu (KUB 36, 56 + 95) and its Meaning for the Battle between Baal and Yam in 
Ugaritic Tradition,” UF 43 (2011): 53-83.        
217 Collombert and Coulon, “Les dieux contra la mer,” 199.   
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contain Amenhotep II’s epithets, although his name falls in a lacuna in the text.218  And 

while Georg Möller dated the Astarte papyrus to the reign of Horemheb on 

palaeographical grounds, Collombert and Coulon demonstrate the language and 

palaeography of the story are consistent with a date in the early 18th Dynasty.219  

 The appearance of Athtart in the “Astarte” papyrus at such an early date does not 

imply that the equestrian Athtart entered Egypt in the oral or written transmission of 

narrative, however.  Although allusions to the myth of the storm god’s battle with the sea 

appear in Egypt as early as 2000 B.C.E., the ultimate source of the “Astarte” papyrus myth 

seems to have been a Late Bronze Age Hurro-Hittite myth.220  Thomas Schneider argues 

that the combined “Astarte” papyrus (pBN 202 + pAmherst IX) finds its closest parallels 

in KBo 26.15, an episode from the Kumarbi cycle, which dates to the 14th or 13th century 

B.C.E.221  In this fragmentary Hittite-language myth, the Hurrian storm god Teššob fights 

against the Sea (ym < Semitic *yammu).  When the waters of the Sea threaten to engulf 

                                                
218 Ibid., 201.   
219 Ibid., 209-16.  Cf. Georg Möller, Hieratische Paläographie.  II.  Von de Zeit 
Thutmosis III bis zum Ende der einundzwanzigsten Dynastie (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 
1909), 8.   
220 In his study of the parallels between the “Astarte” papyrus and ancient Near Eastern 
combat myths, Thomas Schneider, “Texte über den syrischen Wettergott aus Ägypten,” 
UF 35 (2003): 619-22, points out that allusions to the myth of the storm god’s battle with 
the sea appear in the “Teachings of Merikare,” conventionally dated to 2000 B.C.E., and 
several magico-medical papyri from the 17th century B.C.E.  See also Collombert-Coulon, 
“Les dieux contra la mer,” 206-207. 
221 Schneider, “Texte über den syrischen Wettergott,” 606.  Wolfgang Helck, “Zur 
Herkunft der Erzählung des sog. ‘Astartepapyrus’,” in Fontes atque Pontes: Eine 
Festgabe für Hellmut Brunner, ed. Manfred Görg (Weisebaden: Harrassowitz, 1983), 
215-33, also relates the narrative contained in the “Astarte” papyrus to Hurro-Hittite 
myth, but suggests that KUB 34 12 III 4ff., also from the Kumarbi cycle, provides the 
closest parallel.  He advanced this argument before Collombert and Coulon identified 
PBn 202 as the incipit to the “Astarte” papyrus, however.           
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the sun and moon gods, the divine council charges the goddess Šauška of Nineveh to 

bring a tribute of ku(wa)nnan-stones, lapis lazuli, parašḫaš-stones, silver, and gold to 

appease him.222  Likewise, in the “Astarte” papyrus, the storm god, whom Schneider 

identifies as Teššob in line 1, x +1, fights the Sea.223  When he fails to subdue it, the 

Ennead charges Athtart with bringing a tribute of lapis lazuli, gold, and silver to the Sea 

(1, x + 12).   

 The close parallels between KBo 26.15 and the “Astarte” papyrus suggest that the 

two texts come from the same stream of transmission. They also suggest that the story 

transmitted in the “Astarte” papyrus did not originally include its eponymous character.  

Most likely, Athtart replaced Šauška sometime during the transmission of this narrative 

from Hatti to Egypt, either somewhere in the Levant where Athtart was better known 

than Šauška or in Egypt itself where Šauška was almost completely unknown.224  If this 

swap took place in Egypt, then it could have served to integrate Athtart into the highest 

echelons of the Egyptian pantheon. 

 Athtart was associated with Ptaḥ outside of the “Astarte” papyrus as well.  A 

royal relief from the temple of Ptaḥ at Memphis (figure 11) depicts Merneptah (1213-

1203 B.C.E.) making an offering to Ptaḥ and Athtart.225  Athtart stands to the right of Ptaḥ, 

                                                
222 Ibid., 607. 
223 It is unclear how many lines are missing from the beginning of pAmherst IX, so the 
lines from this section of the “Astarte” papyrus are conventionally numbered x +1, x +2, 
etc.    
224 Line 1, x+8 of the “Astarte” papyrus mentions ‘Asiatics’ (ˤꜢmw), which Gardiner, 
“The Astarte Papyrus,” 79, suggests may be a reference to Athtart’s Semitic origins. 
225 W. M. Flinders Petrie, Memphis I (London: British School of Archaeology in Egypt, 
1909), 8, 19 pl. XV:37; Cornelius, The Many Faces of the Goddess, 107; Stadelmann, 
Syrisch-palästinische Gottheiten, 104; Leclant, “Astarté à cheval,” 10-13. 
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wearing a close-fitting dress and a crown, which, although damaged, resembles the Naos-

Sistrum crown of Hathor.  She holds either a spear or a staff in her left hand and a shield 

in her right.  An inscription above her head identifies her as “Athtart, lady of heaven, 

mistress of all the gods” (ˤstrt nbt pt ḥnwt nṯrw nb), epithets that she shared with Hathor 

and Mut.226  

Figure 11: Relief from the Temple of Ptah at Memphis227 

 

 The “Contending of Seth and Horus” (pChester Beatty I Recto) offers a different 

genealogy for Athtart.  Toward the end of this strange and comical narrative, Isis refers to 

Anat and Athtart as the daughters of Re.  It is not entirely clear, however, whether this 

                                                
226 Tazawa, “Astarte in New Kingdom Egypt,” 117. 
227 Leclant, “Astarté à cheval,” fig. 1.   
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identification reflects later variation within the Egyptian cult of Athtart or variation 

within its Semitic antecedents.  The compositional history of this text may hint at an 

Egyptian origin for this variation.  In his edition of the text, Gardiner dates the 

“Contending of Seth and Horus” to the reign of Ramses V (1147-1143 B.C.E.), based on 

the encomium to this ruler in the verso of the papyrus, and locates its composition in 

Thebes, which is mentioned in the colophon.228  Perhaps then the “Contending of Seth 

and Horus” records a later, Theban tradition about Athtart. 

 Athtart continued to serve as a royal tutelary deity throughout New Kingdom.  In 

this regard, she was frequently depicted receiving offerings from the pharaoh and 

providing divine support in battle.  In a stele from the Louvre, Ramses II (1279-1213 

B.C.E.) offers incense and flowers to Athtart, who wears an atef crown and a long, close-

fitting dress and carries a scepter in her right hand (figure 12).229  A legend near her head 

identifies her as “Athtart, lady of heaven, mistress of the two lands” (ˤsṯrt nbt pt ḥnwt 

tꜢwy), epithets also born by Hathor and Mut.  An inscription situated between Athtart and 

a low offering table contains a fragment of her speech to Ramses II:  “I give you….”.  

This relief finds a close parallel in the broken lintel from a north Saqqara tomb, which 

Charles van Siclen has painstakingly reconstructed from fragments reused as building 

material in the animal necropolis at Saqqara (figure 13).230  On the left-hand side of this 

                                                
228 Alan H. Gardiner, Chester Beatty Gift: Hieratic Paypri in the British Museum, 3rd 
Series (Vol. 1; London: British Museum, 1935), 8-9. 
229 According to Louvre records cited by Tazawa, Syro-Palestinian Deities, 86, this stele 
was purchased from the market in Qantir.   
230 G. T. Martin, The Tomb of Hetepka and Other Reliefs and Inscriptions from the 
Sacred Animal Necropolis North Saqqâra 1964-1973 (Texts from Excavations 4; 
London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1979), 47, identified the goddess on this lintel as 
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image, Ramses II presents an offering, most likely a nw-pot, to Athtart, who wears an atef 

crown with streamers, horns, and a sun disk.231  She carries a shield in her right hand and 

brandishes a spear above her head with her left.  A vertical inscription behind Athtart 

contains her words of encouragement to Ramses II: “Recitation: I give you all life and 

dominion, all health, all stability, all joy, all valor [like] Re forever.” Although the 

pharaoh himself did not commission this lintel, it nevertheless attests to pharaonic 

worship of Athtart.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                            
Anat in the editio princeps.  Charles C. van Siclen III, “A Memphite Lintel with Astarte,” 
Varia Aegyptica 7 (1991): 131-34, however, recognized that the lintel depicted Athtart 
instead.   
231 The right-hand side of the lintel mirrors the left-hand side, but it is unclear whether 
this side also depicts Athtart due to the fragmentary nature of the relief.   
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Figure 12: Royal Stele from the Louvre232 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
232 Cornelius, The Many Faces of the Goddess, pl. 3.6.   
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Figure 13: Broken Relief from a Saqqara Tomb233 

 

 Athtart also appears in a royal relief from Abu Simbel from the reign of Siptah 

(1194-1188 B.C.E.) (figure 14).  In this relief, she stands at the back of a mixed procession 

of deities receiving offerings from Siptah, including Amun-Re, Nut, and Seth.  As in the 

Tura quarry relief from the reign of Amenhotep II, she wears a long dress and an atef 

crown and holds an ankh in her right hand and a pluriform (so Helck and Cornelius) or 

wꜢs- (so Stadelmann) scepter in her left.234    

 

 

 

                                                
233 van Siclen III, “A Memphite Lintel,” 135.  
234 Gaston Maspero, “Notes du voyage X-XIII” Annales du service des antiquités de 
l’Egypte 10 (1910): 131-132. Stadelmann, Syrisch-palästinische Gottheiten, 106; 
Cornelius, The Many Faces of the Goddess, 113; Tazawa, Syro-Palestinian Deities, 87.  
A pluriform scepter combines features of two or more of the other Egyptian scepters.    
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Figure 14: Relief from Abu Simbel235 

 

 

 Although Athtart acquired many new Egyptian features during the course of the 

New Kingdom, she continued to be associated with horses and chariots, particularly in 

her role as the protector of the pharaoh’s chariot.  If I am correct in attributing the initial 

introduction of equestrian Athtart to Egypt to horse trainers captured from the Levant or 

Syria, then the case of Athtart illustrates the importance of daily routines for cultural 

contact and the representation of deities.  Semitic horse trainers working in the Egyptian 

royal stables like Betu followed a daily routine focused on the preparation of chariot 

horses for use in battle.  As the Late Bronze Age Hittite Training texts show, they spent 

their time running drills and attending to equine dietary needs.236  Accordingly, the form 

of Athtart that they worshipped both grew out of and corresponded to their daily routine.  

                                                
235 Cornelius, The Many Faces of the Goddess, pl. 3.4.   
236 Raulwing, “The Kikkikuli Text (CTH 284),” 61.   
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She was an equestrian goddess who protected the horse and chariot on the battlefield and 

in the stable, and the Egyptian data reflect this.      

 Unfortunately, it is not entirely clear how Athtart became associated with horses 

in the first place.  What is clear, however, is that her connection with horses led to her 

connection to warfare in ancient Egypt.  In the earliest texts, her association with horse 

training takes precedence over military concerns.  In the Sphinx stele relief, for example, 

Athtart is depicted rejoicing over Amenhotep II’s skill as a horse trainer, which suggests 

that she was the patron deity of horse training.  In “Poem on the King’s Chariot,” on the 

other hand, Athtart’s role as an equestrian motivates her identification with the yoke 

saddles of the pharaoh’s chariot.  Since horses served almost exclusively as military 

animals in New Kingdom Egypt, equestrian Athtart subsqently assumed a martial role in 

later texts and refliefs.238  But, even in these later representations, she was never depicted 

as a foot soldier, but was commonly represented as a mounted warrior wielding spear and 

bow.  Horse training and equestrian prowess remained an important part of her divine 

personality.     

 The transmission of equestrian Athtart also demonstrates the importance of daily 

routines in situations of cultural contact.  Amenhotep II’s adoption of Athtart as an 

equestrian goddess associated with horse training and chariot warfare had a profound 

effect on her development and trajectory within Egypt.  Athtart’s association with 

chariots within Egypt persisted into the Ptolemaic and Roman periods, long after chariots 

ceased to be used in battle and the daily routines of stable workers had shifted to reflect 
                                                
238 Some Egyptian nobles like Paheri and Nebamun owned horses as exotic luxury items, 
although this practice was not common.   
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this technological development.  A Ptolemaic period relief from the temple of Horus 

depicts a lion-headed Athtart driving a chariot and bears the inscription “Athtart mistress 

of horses and the chariot, foremost of Wetjset-Ḥor [the name of the Edfu nome]” (ˤsṯrdt 

ḥnwt ssmwt wrryt ḫntt wṯst ḥr), while several Roman period Egyptianizing coins from 

Sidon feature Athtart’s chariot (figures 15 and 16).239  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
239 Émile Chassinat, Le temple d’Edfou (Vol. 13; Cairo: Institut Français d’Archéologie 
Orientale, 1934), pl. 521; Hugo Gressmann, Altorientalische Bilder zum Alten Testament 
(2nd ed.; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter & Co., 1927), 103.  See also Eugene Cruz-Uribe, 
Hibis Temple Project I. Translations, Commentaries, Discussion, and Sign List (San 
Antonio: Van Siclen Books 1988), 11, for a Persian period depiction of Athtart riding a 
horse. 
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Figure 15: Relief from the Temple of Horus at Edfu240 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
240 Chassinat, Le temple d’Edfou, pl. 521. 
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Figure 16: Roman Period Coin from Sidon241 

 

 

 

VI. Syrian Athtar and the “Magico-Medical” Athtart  
 

 Equestrian Athtart was not the only form of Athtart to make her way into Egypt.  

Shortly after the reign of Amenhotep II, Athtar ḫꜢrw (ˤstr ḫꜢrw / ˤsty ḫwrw)—which I 

argue meant Syrian Athar—entered Egypt and, beginning in the late 19th and early 20th 

dynasties, a “magico-medical” form of Athtart appears in several Hieratic papyri.       

 Athtar ḫꜢrw first appears in an undated dedicatory stele held in the Ny Carlsberg 

Glypothek in Copenhagen.  The upper register depicts the dedicant, Ram the gatekeeper, 

his wife ỉmyꜢ, and their son, ptḥ-m-ḥb, bringing offerings before a short table (figure 17).  

Ram raises an offering basin in his left hand, while holding a knife in his left and 

                                                
241 Harold Mattingly, Coins of the Roman Empire in the British Museum V. Pertinax to 
Elagabalus (London: The Trustees of the British Museum, 1950), no. 300.  See also nos. 
197, 247, and 255v.     
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balancing a walking stick in the crook of his arm.  His right leg and foot are emaciated 

and his right foot is deformed, perhaps as the result of childhood polio.  A legend above 

his heads reads “Athtar ḫꜢrw” (ˤstr ḫꜢrw).  The lower register contains a damaged ḥtp-dỉ-

nsw prayer in hieratic script that requests blessings for Ram: “May the king give an 

offering… so that Athtar ḫꜢrw (ˤstr ḫꜢrw), lady of the sky, mistress of the two lands, 

mistress of the gods, is favorable and gives joy, happiness, and a beautiful burial in the 

western desert of Memphis to the heart of Ram, the gatekeeper.”  

Figure 17: Ny Carlsberg Stele242 

 

 

                                                
242 M. Jørgensen, Catalogue: Egypt II (1550-1080 B.C.)  (Copenhagen: Ny Carlsberg 
Glypothek, 1998), 39. 
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 Several features of the Ny Carlsberg stele suggest that Ram and his wife were 

Semitic immigrants to Egypt.  The name of his wife, ỉmyꜢ, is accompanied by the throw-

stick determinative (T14) that marks foreign personal names.  Most likely, her name was 

a Semitic hypocoristic form containing the noun ˀumm ‘mother’ followed by a first 

person pronominal suffix, as Ranke and Stadelmann have suggested.243  Although not 

accompanied by the throw-stick determinative, Ram’s own name was probably Semitic 

as well.  It is most likely a hypocoristic form containing the third masculine perfect verb 

rām ‘to be high’ and meaning ‘(DN) was exalted’.244   Finally and most importantly, the 

visual representation of Ram on the stele is distinctly un-Egyptian.  Illness and physical 

deformity are rarely depicted in native Egyptian figurative works, but Ram is depicted 

with a deformed leg and foot.     

 Unfortunately, the date and location of this stele can only be inferred, which 

makes it difficult to situate the introduction of Athtar ḫꜢrw historically.  Ranke plausibly 

suggests that it was commissioned in Memphis due to the reference to the desert of 

Memphis on its lower register.  The date of the stele, however, proves more contentious.  

In the most recent museum catalog, M. Jørgensen dates it to the reign of Thutmose III or 

Amenhotep III (1403-1365 B.C.E. cf. Shaw 1400-1352 B.C.E.), but does not explain how 

                                                
243 As mentioned above, personal names do not provide an infallible indication of 
ethnicity, so caution is necessary in interpreting these names.      
244 In his review of Schneider, William A. Ward, “A New Look at Semitic Personal 
Names,” 22, remarks off-hand that rm could be an Egyptian personal name, but does not 
propose an Egyptian etymology for it.  Hermann Ranke, Die ägyptischen Personennamen 
(3 vols.; Glückstadt: J. J. Augustin, 1952), 3:86, does not supply an Egyptian etymology 
for this name in his catalog of Egyptian personal names either and does not adduce any 
names where rm appears alongside native Egyptian words.   
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he arrived at this conclusion245  In an earlier catalog from 1948, Otto Koefoed-Petersen 

places the stele in the 19th Dynasty, again without explaining how he arrived at this date; 

and in the earliest catalog, Maria Mogensen opts for the 18th or 19th Dynasty, a safe bet 

given the numerous references to Athtart from this time period.246  Overall the three 

museum catalogs tend to date the stele with greater specificity as time goes on.  How can 

we account for this trend?  I suspect that the most recent dating is based in part on 

Ranke’s hypothesis that Athtart first entered Egypt when Tushratta sent a statue of Ištar 

of Nineveh to heal Amenhotep III.  As part of this argument, Ranke used the Ny 

Carlsberg stele to show that the cult of Athtart spread by royal imitation after she 

successfully healed Amenhotep III.  As I argued above, however, Ranke’s suggestion 

suffers from several problems, most notably that EA 23, the letter that Tushratta sent with 

the statue, refers to Šauška of Nineveh and not Ištar of Nineveh.  It is therefore necessary 

to look for additional evidence that can help date this stele.  Along these lines, Betsy 

Bryan proposes a date for this stele during the reign of Thutmose IV or Amenhotep III 

(1400-1352 B.C.E.) based on the portrait style of the relief and compares it to several 

reliefs from the Theban Tombs (TT 38, 78, 90).247 

 An offering basin from Memphis (figure 18) furnishes a second reference to 

Athtar ḫwrw.  Inscriptions around the rim and on the front face of the basin invoke 

                                                
245 M. Jørgensen, Catalogue, 39.   
246 Otto Koefoed-Petersen, Catalogue générale I: Les stèles égyptiennes (Copenhagen: 
Fondation Ny Karlsberg, 1948), 35-36; Maria Mogensen, La collection égyptienne de la 
Glypothèque Ny Carlsberg (Copenhagen: Levin & Munksgaard, 1930), 99. 
247 Betsy Bryan, p.c. 
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Qudshu and Athtar ḫwrw using the standard ḥtp-dỉ-nsw formulae.248  The front face of 

basin bears two inscriptions: “may the king give an offering to Athtar ḫwrw (ˤsty ḫwrw), 

lady of the sky, mistress of the two lands, mistress of all that gods” and “may she give 

life, prosperity, health and cleverness in the temple of Ptaḥ for the ka-soul of the servant 

of Ptahankh, for the ka-soul of the servant of the high priest Ptahmes, Ptahankh.”  As in 

the Ny Carlsberg stele, Ptahankh addresses Athtar using a trio of traditional Egyptian 

epithets and asks for health and prosperity.  The reference to the temple of Ptaḥ in the left 

column suggests perhaps that Athtar was part of Ptaḥ’s divine entourage and could 

intercede on his behalf.  If this is the case, then the Memphite offering basin agrees with 

the “Astarte” papyrus and the relief from the temple of Ptaḥ at Memphis in associating 

Athtart with Ptaḥ.  Dietrich Wildung dates this offering basin to the reign of Amenhotep 

III (1390-1352 B.C.E.) based on its resemblance to other offering basins from this time 

period, but admits that the prosopography is consistent with a date in the 18th or 19th 

Dynasty.249     

 

 

 

                                                
248 This basin was first published in E. v. Bergmann, “Inschriftliche Denkmäler der 
Sammlung ägyptischer Alterthümer des österr. Kaiserhauses” RecTrav 7 (1886): 195-96, 
and subsequently discussed in detail in Dietrich Wildung, “Die Kniefigur am 
Opferbecken: Überlegungen zur Funktion altägyptischer Plastik,” Müncher Jahrbuch der 
bildenden Kunst 36 (1985): 17-38.  Qudshu was not a native Semitic goddess.  Rather she 
was a deified form of the Semitic word qudšu ‘holiness’, which was perhaps originally 
used as the epithet of another Semitic goddess. 
249 Wildung, “Die Kniefigur am Opferbecken,” 18. 
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Figure 18: Offering Basin from Memphis250 

 

 Scholars typically render the name ˤstr ḫꜢrw / ˤsty ḫwrw as Syrian Athtar since 

ḫꜢrw and ḫwrw are almost identical to one of the Egyptian words for Syria, ḫꜢrw, attested 

since the 18th Dynasty and derived from the ethnic designation ḫurri ‘Hurrian’.251  Most 

likely, the Egyptians adopted this term to refer to Syria because Hurrian speakers were 

one of the dominant cultural and linguistic groups they encountered there during their 

campaigns.  Usually, the land determinative (N25) follows this toponymn, but it does not 

                                                
250 Ibid., 21.   
251 Mogensen, La collection égyptienne, 99; Koefoed-Petersen, Catalogue générale I, 35; 
Stadelmann, Syrisch-palästinische Gottheiten, 100; Wildung, “Die Kniefigur am 
Opferbecken,” 18. Jørgensen, Catalogue, 39.   
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appear on either the Ny Carlsberg stele or the Memphite offering basin. Yet the absence 

of this determinative does not rule out the identification of ḫꜢrw with Syria.  In the Ny 

Carlsberg stele, the house determinative (O1) follows ḫꜢrw, matching the spelling of a 

word for road first attested in Neo-Egyptian inscriptions of the New Kingdom and 

preserved in Coptic as ϩⲓⲣ.  This spelling suggests that the scribe who produced the 

inscription perceived the second element of ˤstr ḫꜢrw as phonetically similar to the 

Egyptian word  ‘road’ ḫꜢrw.252 On the Memphite basin, on the other hand, the cobra 

hieroglyph (I12) follows ˤsty ḫwrw and modifies the two-word title.  It replaces whatever 

determinative would have followed ḫwrw and indicates that ˤsty ḫwrw is the name of a 

goddess.  Thus, there are no obstacles to reading ˤstr ḫꜢrw as Syrian Athtar, a 

geographically determined divine name.   

 Syrian Athtar differs from the equestrian form of Athtart first attested under 

Thutmose III or Amenhotep II in several respects.  On the linguistic level, Syrian Athtar 

is consistently written without a final, feminine –t and thus corresponds in form to the 

more archaic version of the name Athtart; the equestrian form of Athtart, by contrast, is 

almost always written with a final –t in official inscriptions and corresponds to the newer 

form of the name.  On the cultural level, Syrian Athtar was not associated with horses and 

never served as a royal tutelary goddess.  The equestrian Athtart, on the other, was “born 

in the saddle”—that is, she was venerated by individuals whose daily routine involved 
                                                
252 Indeed, the Coptic reflex of ḫꜢrw, ϩⲓⲣ, comes from earlier ḫirri, which is almost 
identical to ḫurri.  Raphael Giveon, “Determinatives in the Hieroglyphic Writing of 
Canaanite Names,” in The Impact of Canaan on Egypt: Iconographical and Related 
Studies, ed. Raphael Giveon (OBO 20; Fribourg: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978), 17-
18, documents several other cases of “false etymology” involving determinatives that 
correspond to a homophonous or near homophonous word. 
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riding and caring for horses—and was elevated to the status of tutelary goddess under 

Amenhotep II.  These differences suggest different origins outside of Egypt for these 

forms of Athtart.     

 Additional evidence suggests that Semitic immigrants or captives from Syria 

brought Syrian Athtar to Egypt with them.  The six other references to Athtar(t) ḫurri 

from the Late Bronze Age all stem from the Syrian coast: five come from Ugarit (KTU 

1.43 and 1.112 in Ugaritic  and RS 16.73, 16.173, and 18.01 in Akkadian), and one from 

Baniyas.253  RS 18.01–a legal document in Akkadian from Ugarit–even locates a 

vineyard belonging to Athtar(t) ḫurri at Šuksi (dIštar ḫu-ri ša i-na alšu-uk-sí) (Tell 

Sukas), a town near the border of Ugarit and Siyannu.  Two additional references to 

Athtart ḫurri (with a final –t) appear in Phoenician texts from the Iron Age: a bronze 

statue of a seated goddess from El Carambolo, Spain, refers to ˤštrt ḥr, as does an 

unprovenanced krater published by Émile Puech.254   These two texts show that the 

Phoenicians worshipped Athtart ḫurri and brought her cult with them to their colonies in 

the Mediterranean.255  Unfortunately, however, it is unclear what the epithet ḫurri meant 

in its Syrian context as I will argue in Chapter Four.  Whatever its original meaning, I 

suggest that Ram and Ptahankh reinterpreted ḫurri on the basis of the Egyptian word 

                                                
253 The text from Baniyas can be found in Sylvie Lackenbacher,  “Une nouvelle 
attestation d’Ištar Hurri dans un contrat trouvé à Baniyas (Syrie),” in Miscellanea 
Babylonica: Mélanges offerts à Maurice Birot, eds. Maurice Birot, J.-M. Durand, and 
Jean Robert Kupper (Paris: Éditions Recherche sur les Civilizations, 1985), 153-60. 
254 For these inscriptions see Frank Moore Cross, “The Old Phoenician Inscription from 
Spain Dedicated to Hurrian Astarte,” HTR 64 (1971): 189-95; and Émile Puech, “Un 
cratère phénicien inscrit: Rites et croyances,” Transeuphratène 8 (1994): 47-73. 
255 All of these texts refer to Syrian Athtart with a final –t, which suggests that the Syrian 
Athtar from Egypt did not come from these sites.  
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ḫꜢrw ‘Syria’ and used this epithet referred to distinguish Syrian Athtar from the 

equestrian Athtart who formed the basis for the official cult of Athtart in Egypt.    

 Unfortunately, almost nothing is known about the everyday routines of those who 

worshipped Syrian Athtar either in Syria or in Egypt.  Ram refers to himself as a 

‘doorkeeper’ and Ptaḥankh was a priest in the temple of Ptaḥ, but it is unclear what the 

daily routines of a doorkeeper and a priest would have in common.  The name Syrian 

Athtar merely indicates that this form of the goddess came from Syria as opposed to the 

Levant, unlike some of the more evocative epithets known from Emar (e.g., Aštart of the 

Harvest, Poplar Aštar), which suggest a connection to agricultural cycles.                   

 One final form of Athtart is attested in New Kingdom Egypt: “magico-medical” 

Athtart.  Toward the end of the 19th Dynasty and the beginning of the 20th (approximately 

1200-1150 B.C.E.), Athtart begins to appear in magico-medical texts alongside Anat.256 In 

the Leiden Magical Papyrus (pLeiden I 343 + I 345 recto XVIII, x + 1-2), for example, 

the two goddesses are invoked against the venom of a poisonous animal: “they [send?] 

Anat and Athtart; they draw forth your blood and poisons, which…”257  In the Harris 

                                                
256 Anat does not appear in Egyptian texts until the reign of Ramses II (1279-1213 
B.C.E.), who adopted her as his tutelary goddess, and named some of his children, horses, 
weapons, and dogs after her.  Anat was not the only Semitic deity to be honored into the 
name-giving practices of Ramses II; he also named two of his many sons after Athtart.  
An inscription from the temple of Sety I at Abydos identifies Ramses II’s 26th son as 
mry-ˤstrt(t) ‘beloved of Athtart’, while an inscription from Medinet-Habu identifies his 
6th son as ˤstrt-ḥr-wnm.f ‘Athtart is on his right’.  
257 Adhémar Massart, The Leiden Magical Papyrus I 343 + I 345 (Leiden: Brill, 1954), 1, 
dates the Leiden Magical Papyrus to the 19th-20th Dynasties on the basis of language and 
orthography.   
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Magical Papyrus (recto III, 8-9), on the other hand, a historiola about Anat and Athtart 

appears in an incantation against crocodiles:258 

 Hail O five great gods, who come forth from Hermopolis, but are not in existence 

 in heaven and are not in existence on earth, when there was no light to illuminate 

 you.  Come to me, that you may demarcate the river for me, and seal the one who 

 is within it, those who are submerged, you should not penetrate, may you seal 

 their mouths, and hold fast their mouths, as the widow in Busiris has been closed, 

 as the land in Abydos was illuminated, as the opening of the womb of Anat and 

 Athtart was closed, the two great goddesses, when they became pregnant, but 

 could not give birth.  They were closed by Horus, they were founded by Seth.  

 They, who are in Heaven, are the ones who provide  your protection.259 

The pairing of Anat and Athtart in these incantational texts is reminiscent of the 

incantational literature from Ugarit.  In the Ugaritic text corpus, Anat and Athtart (ˤnt w-

ˤṯtrt) appear together in only three texts: “Horanu and the Mare” (KTU 1.100), an 

                                                
258 Tazawa, Syro-Palestinian Deities, 94, dates the Harris Magical Papyrus to the reign of 
Ramses III (1184-1153 B.C.E.) without giving a reason for doing so.  By contrast, 
Christian Leitz, Magical and Medical Papyri of the New Kingdom  (Hieratic Papyri in the 
British Museum VII; London: British Museum Press, 1999), 1, states it can only be 
approximately dated to the 19th or 20th Dynasty in his edition of the text. 
259 The reference to Anat and Athtart’s pregnancy and inability to give birth in this spell 
is obscure and goes against what is known about these goddesses from other Late Bronze 
Age cultures.  As Neal H. Walls, The Goddess Anat in Ugaritic Myth (SBL Dissertation 
Series 135; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 154-159, points out, while Anat’s most 
common epithet btlt does not mean virgin in the strict sense, there is no evidence in the 
Ugaritic corpus that she ever had sex or was paired sexually with a male deity.  The same 
holds true for Athtart.  Neither at Ugarit nor at Emar does she have a clearly identified 
consort in any of her manifestations as I will show in the following chapters, nor are there 
references to her engaging in sexual intercourse.  Because this historiola does not have 
any antecedents in Semitic literature, it may be an Egyptian innovation. 
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incantation against snakebite (KTU 1.107), and “The Drunkenness of El” (KTU 1.114), 

all of which contain features of incantational literature.260   All of these texts come from 

the house of Hurrian High Priest, whose library has yielded other incantations.  And, like 

the spell in the Leiden Magical Papyrus, two of the Ugaritic incantations containing Anat 

and Athtart deal explicitly with snakebite and employ similar language to describe the 

goddesses’ medical intervention.  In the Ugaritic incantation against snakebite, Anat and 

Athtart are invoked alongside a long series of paired deities to “gather the venom” of the 

poisonous serpent (y[ỉ]sp . ḫmt . ˤnt . w ˤṯtrt ‘May Anat and Athtart gather the venom’).  

Likewise, in the spell against poisonous animals in the Leiden Magical Papyrus, Anat and 

Athtart are asked to “draw forth your blood and poisons.”261  The pairing of Anat and 

Athtart and the similar wording suggests that the Egyptian and Ugaritic incantations 

belong to the same stream of transmission: either they were borrowed into Egyptian from 

Ugarit or, more intriguingly, they were borrowed into Ugaritic from Egypt where the 

pairing of Anat and Athtart was more widespread (e.g., in the “Poem on the Kings 

Chariot” and Ramses III’s victory relief).   

                                                
260 “Horanu and the Mare” and the “Drunkenness of El” contain a mixture of genres.  In 
Horanu and the Mare, the mare implores a series of deities to provide her with an 
incantation against snakebite (mnt nṯk nḥš) before the spellcaster god Horanu finally 
succeeds in doing so.  The “Drunkenness of El” begins with a description of a drinking 
party at El’s palace and his overindulgence and ends with a recipe for curing hangover.   
261 The pairing of Anat and Athtart in these texts does not represent the first stage in the 
fusion of these goddesses into an entity known as Atargatis, as W. F. Albright, “The 
Evolution of the West-Semitic Divinity An-Anat-Attâ,” The American Journal of Semitic 
Languages and Literatures 41 (1925): 101, and others have suggested.  At Ugarit, this 
pairing reflects the outlook of a single individual—the so-called Hurrian Priest—whose 
daily routine working with incantations may have affected his conception of Athtart in 
some way.   
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 It is difficult to decide between the two options.  On the one hand, Egypt has a 

long history of adopting and adapting Semitic incantations, beginning in the Old 

Kingdom and continuing into the Late Period.  Richard Steiner has found numerous 

examples, including a spell against poisonous snakes from the Pyramid texts and a late 

period incantation against scorpions from Wadi Ḥammamat.262  Yet these spells were 

often left untranslated and simply transcribed into Egyptian orthography, while the 

Egyptian spells mentioning Athtart are in Egyptian.  This suggests, perhaps, that the 

pairing of Athtart and Anat in Ugaritic incantations may be based on Egyptian models.        

 Along these lines, an Egyptianized form of Athtart may have been reintroduced to 

the Levant sometime during the Late Bronze Age in another possible case of 

transculturation.263  The name of Athtart appears in group writing on a cylinder seal from 

Bethel (figure 19), which was found in a fill containing objects from the Middle Bronze 

II, Late Bronze, and Iron Ages and thus lacks a definite archaeological and historical 

context.  To the right of the name stands a female figure wearing a close-fitting dress and 

a crown with streamers and holding a spear in her right hand.  To the left stands a male 

figure wearing a kilt and a blue crown with a uraeus.  He holds a spear in his left hand 

and hefts a scimitar above his head with his right.  Traditionally, scholars have identified 

the female figure as Athtart based on the inscription and the male figure as Baal or 

Reshep.  Cornelius, however, argues that the text on the seal does not refer to the female 
                                                
262 See Steiner, Early Northwest Semitic Serpent Spells; “The Scorpion Spell,” 259-68.   
263 Fernando Ortiz coined the term “transculturation” to refer to the mutual influence of 
two or more cultures on one another, in Cuban Counterpoint: Tobacco and Sugar (trans. 
Harriet de Onís; New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1947), 97-98.   He intended it to replace 
the term “acculturation,” which suggests the adaption of a “weaker” culture toward a 
“stronger” one.      



 106 

figure, since this would leave the male figure without a name, but instead represents a 

third figure in textual form.264  He identifies the two figures flanking the inscription as 

Anat and Reshep.  Unfortunately, the date and historical context of this seal have been 

lost, so it is impossible to tell whether it was manufactured in or belonged to a native of 

Bethel.  W. F. Albright dates it to the 19th Dynasty and more tentatively to the reign of 

Horemheb (1323-1295 B.C.E.), but does not provide evidence to support such a specific 

dating.265  Leclant, by contrast, proposes a date during the 18th or 19th Dynasty, which is 

consistent with the numerous references to Athtart from this time period, but by no means 

certain.266  

Figure 19: Cylinder Seal from Bethel267 

 

                                                
264 Cornelius, The Many Faces of the Goddess, 90.   
265 W. F. Albright, “The Kyle Memorial Excavation at Bethel,” BASOR 56 (1934): 8.   
266 The Ugaritic omen text KTU 1.86 discussed above may provide evidence for another 
case of transculturation between Egypt and Syria in the Late Bronze Age.    
267 Cornelius, The Many Faces of the Goddess, pl. 1.10.   
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VII. Summary and Conclusion 
 

 The transmission of Athtart to Egypt during the New Kingdom was a complex 

affair.  I argue that at least four different forms of Athtar(t) entered Egypt at this time: 

two different equestrian Athtar(t)s, Syrian Athtar, and “magico-medical” Athtart, each 

with their own trajectory and associated set of bodily practices.  I have suggested that 

Semitic-speaking horse trainers captured by Thutmose III first introduced equestrian 

Athtart to Egypt and that their daily routine shaped the form of Athtart adopted by the 

pharaohs.  Later, a second group of Semites introduced Syrian Athtar to Egypt, 

employing the geographic designation “Syrian” in order to distinguish this version of 

Athtart from the equestrian Athtart that formed the basis of the royal cult.  Unfortunately, 

not much is known about the daily routine(s) that were associated with this form of 

Athtart.  Magical papyri from the 19th and 20th dynasties offer a glimpse of a fourth 

Athtart, who appears in incantations and may have come from Ugarit.   

 The case of equestrian Athtart illustrates the importance of daily routines for the 

study of cultural contact.  The cult of equestrian Athtart corresponded to their daily 

routine of raising, training, and caring for horses.  I have argued that Amenhotep II’s 

participation in this daily routine as a horse trainer in the royal stables at Memphis put 

him in contact with a version of  equestrian Athtart and allowed him to transmit this 

goddess to individuals with different daily routines once he became pharaoh.  At the 

same time, equestrian Athtart’s association with the horse and chariot persisted, even as 
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she came to be venerated by individuals who spent little or no time working with horses 

and the chariot became obsolete as a military technology. 
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Figure 20: Map of Egypt 
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Chapter Three: Athtart at Emar 
  

I. Introduction 
 

 While a minimum of four forms of Athtart are attested in New Kingdom Egypt, at 

least 17 forms of Aštart are attested at the Syrian city-state of Emar on the upper 

Euphrates, ranging from Aštart of Battle to Aštart of the Riverbank (Table 1).  These 

goddesses provide a useful case study for charting the interplay of local and intercultural 

forces on the transmission of deities in the ancient Near East.  In this chapter, I will argue 

that changes in political and civic organization at Emar affected the transmission and 

representation of Aštart through the medium of daily routines.  Up until the late 14th 

century B.C.E., Emar was an agricultural village and I argue that the forms of Aštart that 

occur in the earliest ritual texts from the site reflect the daily routines of local life, such as 

hunting and the harvest.268   During the reign of Muršili II (1321-1295 B.C.E.), Hittite 

forces captured Emar and integrated it into the Hittite Empire as the easternmost military 

outpost against the Assyrians and Babylonians.269  This change in political organization 

                                                
268 Jean-Claude Margueron, “Un exemple d’urbanisme volontaire à l’époque du Bronze 
récent en Syrie,” Ktèma 2 (1977): 45; “Emar: Un exemple d’implantation Hittite en terre 
syrienne,” in Le Moyen-Euphrate: Zone de contacts et d’échanges, ed. Jean-Claude 
Margueron (Leiden: Brill, 1980), 287-90.   
269 Albrecht Goetze, “The Struggle for the Domination of Syria (1400-1300 B.C.),” in 
Cambridge Ancient History, vol. 2/2A: The Middle East and the Aegean Region c. 1380-
1000 B.C. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975), 16-19; Emmanuel Laroche, 
“Emar, étape entre Babylone et le Hatti,” in Le Moyen-Euphrate: Zone de contacts et 
d’échanges, ed. Jean-Claude Margueron (Strasbourg: Université des Sciences Humaines 
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and the new, specifically militaristic international outlook it entailed, led to a focus on the 

daily routines of soldiers in Emarite life.  This shift, I claim, gave rise to a new, martial 

form of Aštart—Aštart of Battle.  Changes in the site’s sacred geography and political 

structure also gave rise to new forms of Aštart, such as Aštart of the šu-bi270 and Aštart of 

the a-bi271 as I will argue in section V.  At the same time, the older, agricultural forms of 

Aštart survived—since most of the inhabitants of Emar continued to practice agriculture 

as a way of life—but appeared alongside new forms of Aštart in the most recent ritual 

texts.   

 

II. The History of Emar 
    

 The political history of Emar can help us understand the distribution of the forms 

of Aštart at this important Syrian site.  Most of the texts from Emar date between 1310 

and 1187 B.C.E., with the majority of them coming from the latter half of this period.272  

Despite the limited chronological window offered by the texts, the site of Emar itself 

dates back to the 3rd millennium B.C.E. and is mentioned in the 24th century B.C.E. texts 

from Ebla, the Mari letters from the 18th century B.C.E., and the 15th century B.C.E. Idrimi 

statue. The information that can be gleaned from these earlier texts paints a complicated 

                                                                                                                                            
de Strasbourg, 1980), 237-40; Daniel Fleming, Time at Emar: The Cultic Calendar and 
the Rituals from the Diviner’s House (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2000), 225.  
270 In section IV of this chapter, I will suggest that this epithet referred to a sacred 
precinct somewhere in the city of Emar. 
271 In section IV of this chapter, I will argue that this epithet comes from the Semitic 
word abu ‘father’ and should be translated ‘Ancestors’. 
272 Fleming, “A Limited Kingship: Late Bronze Age Emar in Ancient Syria,” UF 24 
(1992): 63.  
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picture of Emar’s changing fortunes in the ten centuries before the Late Bronze Age.  The 

Ebla texts mention five city rulers (EN) who controlled Emar and were on friendly terms 

with the kings of Ebla.  These rulers exchanged gifts of jewelry and textiles with 

members of the Eblaite court and owned large flocks of sheep.273   But while the city 

rulers enjoyed considerable wealth and prestige, they were not necessarily hereditary 

kings.  None of the four EN’s were related to each other and they shared political power 

with other groups, such as the elders (šībūtum).274  The Mari letters do not mention city 

rulers, but instead attest to the decentralization of political power at Emar in the Old 

Babylonian period: the elders (šībūtum), the assembly (taḫtamum), and the notables 

(qaqqadātum) all took on political responsibilities in the city.275  The Mari letters also 

depict Emar as a trading emporium on the Upper Euphrates, where riverine shipping 

along the Euphrates switched to overland shipping via donkey to Aleppo and 

Carchemish.276  

 Later documents provide further evidence for the decentralization of political 

power at Emar before the Late Bronze Age.  The 15th century B.C.E. Idrimi statue from 

Alalaḫ characterizes the leadership of Emar as consisting of “the men of Emar” (LÚḫi.a 

                                                
273 Alfonso Archi, “Imâr au IIIème millénaire d’après les archives d’Ebla,” MARI 6 
(1990): 24.  Interestingly, one of the inhabitants of Emar mentioned in the texts from 
Ebla bears the name dAš-dar, which contains the archaic t-less form of Aštart.   
274 Ibid., 25, 29. 
275 Jean-Marie Durand, “La cité-état d’Imâr à époque des rois de Mari,” MARI 6 (1990): 
56.  
276 Ibid., 40-41.  William W. Hallo, “The Road to Emar,” JCS 18 (1964): 57-88, has 
published an old Babylonian travel itinerary recording a journey from Larsa to Emar 
travel that is roughly contemporary with the Mari letters.     
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uruE-marki) rather than an individual ruler.277  Based on the data from Ebla, Mari, and the 

Idrimi statue, Fleming argued that the practice of hereditary kingship did not begin at 

Emar until the 14th century, perhaps under Hittite influence.278  More recently, Aaron 

Skaist has found evidence that a local dynasty ruled Emar before the Hittites captured the 

city.279  Still, the institution of kingship at Emar during the Late Bronze Age appears to 

be relatively new. 

 The recent German-Syrian excavations at Emar complement the picture of pre-

Hittite Emar offered by the textual record.280  Unlike the earlier French excavations in the 

1970’s, the German-Syrian expedition reached the Middle and Early Bronze Age 

occupation layers of the site.281  The material remains from these earlier layers are 

consistent with an agricultural and commercial village under decentralized leadership.  

With the exception of mud brick city walls and a small temple located underneath the 

Late Bronze Age Temple of Baal, excavators have primarily uncovered mud brick houses 

containing domestic installations such as ovens and fireplaces.282 A house dating to 

approximately 1400 B.C.E has yielded fragments of processed grain and part of hand mill, 

                                                
277 Fleming, “A Limited Kingship,” 71.   
278 Ibid., 71.   
279 Aaron Skaist, “The Chronology of the Legal Texts from Emar,” ZA 88 (1998): 60-64.   
280 Unfortunately, the results of these excavations have yet to be published in full.   
281 Uwe Finkbeiner, “Emar & Balis 1996-1998: Preliminary Report of the Joint Syrian-
German Excavations with the Collaboration of Princeton University,” Berytus 44 (1999-
2000): 8. 
282 Uwe Finkbeiner, “Emar 2001 – Bericht über die 4. Kampagne der syrisch-deutschen 
Ausgabungen,” Baghdader Mitteilungen 33 (2002): 130; Uwe Finkbeiner and Ferhan 
Sakal, “Emar 2002 – Bericht über die 5. Kampagne der syrisch-deutschen Ausgabungen,” 
Baghdader Mitteilungen 34 (2004): 35, 39-40.   
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both of which provide evidence for the practice of agriculture.283  In addition, the 

presence of fallow deer antlers in several buildings from the Middle and early Late 

Bronze Ages suggest that the inhabitants of Emar practiced hunting.284 

 Judging from the local texts from the Late Bronze Age and the archaeology of the 

site, the city of Emar underwent a massive urban transformation in the Late Bronze Age, 

which had profound effects for the cults, representation, and attributes of Aštart in the 

city.  During the reign of the Hittite King Muršili II (1321-1295 B.C.E.), Hittite forces 

captured the city and integrated it into the Hittite empire as an outpost against the 

growing might of Assyria and Babylon.285 To facilitate this transformation, Hittite 

workers rebuilt the city from the ground up: they leveled the bedrock underneath the site, 

dug a defensive valley surrounding it, and created and terraced an artificial tell on which 

to build the city.286  Such a massive undertaking is unique among Late Bronze Age sites 

                                                
283 Uwe Finkbeiner, “Neue Ausgrabungen in Emar,” Alter Orient aktuell  3 (2002): 6. 
284 Finkbeiner and Sakal, “Emar 2002,” 41-42; Finkbeiner, “Neue Ausgrabungen,” 6. 
285 Goetze, “The Struggle,” 16-19; Laroche, “Emar, étape entre Babylone et le Hatti,” 
237-40; Fleming, Time at Emar, 225. The Hittite text CTH 51 (A rev. 14-21) alludes to 
the capture of Emar.   
286 Jean-Claude Margueron, “Les fouilles françaises de Meskéné-Emar (Syrie),” CRAIBL 
(1975):210-11; “Quatre campagnes de fouille à Emar (1972-1974): un bilan provisoire,”  
Syria 52 (1975): 83-84; “Un exemple d’urbanisme volontaire,” 45; “Emar,” 287-90; 
“Rapport préliminaire sur les 3e, 4e, 5e, et 6e campagnes de fouille à Meskéné-Emar,” 
AAAS 32 (1982): 242; “Aux marches de l’empire Hittite: Une campagne de fouille à Tell 
Faq’ous (Syrie), citadelle du pays d’Aštata,” in La Syrie au bronze récent, ed. Marguerite 
Yon (RAI 27; Paris: Editions Recherche sur les Civilisations, 1982), 61-62.  Because the 
French excavation did not reach the Middle and Early Bronze Age occupations layers at 
Emar, Margueron, “Un exemple d’urbanisme volontaire,” 47, suggested that the Hititites 
relocated the city after the initial conquest.    
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and is emblematic of Hittite imperial oversight. 287   It also attests to the strategic 

importance of Emar as the Hittite Empire’s eastern-most outpost.288  

 Several administrative changes accompanied the physical changes to the site of 

Emar.  In the political sphere, the Hittites deposed the local dynasty and installed a new 

dynasty associated perhaps with the town of Rabbānu in the vicinity of Emar around 

1300 B.C.E.289  The new king reported directly to the king of Carchemish, the local 

representative of the Hittite great king in the region, as did the king of Ugarit.  At the 

same time, the Hittites created an independent source of religious authority in the city by 

partnering with “the diviner of the gods of Emar” (lúḪAL ša DINGIRmeš ša e-mar) Zū-Ba‘la, 

a local religious official, to actively systematize the religious administration of Emar.290  

The diviner of the gods of Emar operated independently from the king and reported 

                                                
287 Margueron, “Un exemple d’urbanisme,” 46 n. 14, points outs that the construction 
techniques used at Emar are similar to those used at the Hittite capital of Hattuša on a 
smaller scale.  
288  Juan-Pablo Vita, “Warfare and the Army at Emar,” Altorientalische Forschungen 29 
(2002): 113, 121, has shown that Emar did possess an army (ÉRIN.[M]EŠ URU.e-mar.KI; 
Emar 17:3), which was most likely commanded by and partially composed of Hittite 
troops.  And while Emar was never a military power in the Late Bronze Age, it did 
successfully engage in defensive warfare on at least one occasion. Around 1230 B.C.E., 
the Hurrian army attacked Emar, but was repelled by the defenders (Emar 42:8-19). 
Murray R. Adamthwaite, Late Hittite Emar: The Chronology, Synchronisms, and Socio-
Political Aspects of a Late Bronze Age Fortress Town (Ancient Near Eastern Studies 
Supplement 8; Louvain: Peeters, 2001), 261-72, provides an overview of this attack as 
well as an attack by a mysterious group known as the ÉRIN.MEŠ ṭár-wu.     
289 Fleming, Time at Emar, 21; “A Limited Kingship,” 64.  Adamthwaite, Late Hittite 
Emar, 195-200, questions Fleming’s arguments for associating the kings of Emar with 
Rabbān. 
290 Fleming, “The Emar Festivals: City Unity and Syrian Identity under Hittite 
Hegemony,” in Emar: The History, Religion, and Culture of a Syrian Town in the Late 
Bronze Age, ed. Mark W. Chavalas (Bethesda: CDL, 1996), 120; Time at Emar, 84-85, 
120.  Although these religious officials adopted the Mesopotamian title ‘diviner’ (bārû), 
there is no evidence that they actually performed extispicy as the title suggests. 
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directly to the Hittite administration.291  Judging from the texts where he appears as a 

ritual actor (e.g., Emar 369:20-21; 446:41), he did not perform sacrifices and did not 

interact with the gods directly.292  Instead, he oversaw a group of scribes drawn from his 

immediate family, who composed and copied the ritual texts in the archives from the M1 

temple as part of the new ritual administration.   He also supervised the distribution of 

ritual materials from various depots around the city.293   

 The Hittite capture and transformation of the city also affected religious life at 

Emar in several ways.  The reconstruction of the city no doubt altered the sacred 

geography of the site,294 while the institution of kingship necessitated the creation of a 

role for the king in the ritual life of the city.  Furthermore, changes in the complex of 

daily routines practiced in the city gave rise to new forms of deities and new rituals, 
                                                
291 Fleming, Time at Emar, 44; Adamthwaite, Late Hittite Emar, 30-34.  In the Hittite text 
Msk 73.1097, the original diviner Zū-Ba‘la complains directly to the Hittite great king 
that a certain Alzi-Yammuwa is oppressing him.  The diviner’s family was also closely 
associated with Hittite dignitaries such as the “son of the king” and the “lord of the land,” 
as Masamisha Yammada points out in “The Family of Zū-Ba‘la the Diviner and the 
Hittites,” in Past Links: studies in the Languages and Cultures of the Ancient Near East, 
ed. Shlomo Izre’el (IOS 18; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1998), 330 and “The Hittite 
Administration in Emar: The Aspect of Direct Control,” ZA 96 (2006): 224-27.   
292 Fleming, Time at Emar, 45.   
293 Fleming, Time at Emar, 32-35, has argued persuasively that the M1 archive belonged 
to the diviner of the gods of Emar since it contains personal documents relating to the 
diviner and his immediate family. 
294 We cannot know for certain if the sacred geography of the site changed, since the pre-
Hittite levels of Emar have yet to be fully excavated. According to Ferhan Sakal, “Der 
spätbronzezeitliche Tempelkomplex von Emar im Lichte der neuen Ausgrabungen,” in 
Temple Building and Temple Cult: Architecture and Cultic Paraphernalia of Temples in 
the Levant (2.-1. Mill. B.C.E.), ed. Jens Kamlah (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2012), 88, the 
joint German-Syrian excavation of Emar uncovered a smaller Middle Bronze Age temple 
underneath the Temple of Baal, which suggests at least partial continuity in the site’s 
sacred geography.  Nevertheless it seems unlikely that the Late Bronze Age city formed 
an exact replica of the Middle Bronze age one, especially since the Hittites expended so 
much effort terraforming the site. 
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either organically or through the intervention of the diviner.295   Despite these changes, 

the inhabitants of Emar largely maintained their native religious traditions and did not 

adopt Hittite deities or rituals.296 

 

III. The Linguistic Data  
 

 The linguistic evidence for Aštart from Emar provides important insights into the 

forms of Aštart attested at Emar and the roles these goddesses played in the religious life 

of the city.  Overall, the name Aštart rarely occurs in syllabic orthography at Emar 

outside of personal names—dA]š-tar-ti  in Emar 153:2 and perhaps dAš-]tar-ti in Emar 

413:3’ are the lone exceptions—which makes it difficult to determine how popular Aštart 

really was.  The Akkadogram dIš8-tár and the Sumerogram dINANNA, by contrast, appear 

frequently in the administrative and ritual texts from Emar.  Table 3 summarizes the 

various forms of Aštart attested at Emar and their distribution in the texts.297   Almost all 

scholars normalize these logograms as Aštart based on the triplet dA]š-tar-ti ša ab-bi 

(Emar 153:2), dIš8-tár ša a-bi (Emar 452:5), and dINANNA ša a-bi (Emar 373:102), which 

                                                
295 It is unclear how much leeway the diviner had to alter the rituals of Emar of his own 
accord.   
296 Fleming, “The Emar Festivals,” 117; Time at Emar, 226-27.      
297 Some of the entries in Table 3, such as Aštart of the Springs (dIš8-tár e-ni) and Aštart 
Lady of the Springs (dINANNA GAŠAN e-ni), could represent similar names for a single 
form of Aštart.  The same caveat also applies to the pairs Aštart of Battle (dINANNA MÈ / 
dINANNA ta-ḫa-zi / dIš8-tár MÈ) and Aštart of the Warrior (dIš8-tár LÚ ta-ḫa-zi) and Aštart 
of the Mountain (dIš8-tár ša ḪUR.S[AG) and Aštart of Mt. Ṣuparatu (dINANNA ṣu-pá-ra-ti / 
dIš8-tár ṣu-pa-r[a-ti]) especially since Mt. Ṣuparatu is written ḪUR.SAG ṣu-pa-ra-ti in Ema 
452:29’.  Thus, the number of different forms of Aštart at Emar could potentially be 
lower than Table 3 indicates.   
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shows that dAš-tar-ti, dIš8-tár, and dINANNA were equivalent ways of writing Aštart in the 

Emarite scribal tradition, at least in the compound name Aštart of the a-bi.298  

Unfortunately, the same cannot be said for the other potential forms of Aštart, most of 

which are only attested in logographic orthography.  It is theoretically possible that the 

logograms dINANNA and dIš8-tár concealed the names of other goddesses at Emar and thus 

should not always be normalized Aštart.  Yet the popularity of Aštart in the Late Bronze 

onomastica from Emar correlates well with the prevalence of the goddesses whose names 

are spelled dIš8-tár, and dINANNA in administrative and ritual texts and suggests that the 

name Aštart hides behind most, if not all, of these logograms.299   

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
298 See, for example, Fleming, The Installation, 300; Time at Emar, passim; Daniel 
Arnaud, “Catalogue des textes cunéiforms trouvés au cours des trois premières 
campagnes à Meskéné qadimé Ouest (Chantiers A, C, E, et trouvaille de surface),” AAAS 
25 (1975): 92; “Les textes d’Emar et la chronologie de la fin du Bronze Récent,” Syria 52 
(1975):  90; Emar VI/ 3: Textes sumériens et accadiens (Paris: Editions Recherches sur 
les Civilisations, 1986), passim; Emar VI/ 4: Textes de la bibliothèque (Paris: Editions 
Recherches sur les Civilisations, 1987), passim; Jean-Claude Margueron, “Rapport 
préliminaire sur les deux premières campagnes de fouille à Meskéné-Emar (1972-1973),” 
AAAS 25 (1975): 77; and “Les fouilles françaises,” 208.   
299 The personal name Zū-Aštarti ‘Of Aštart’, in particular, was incredibly popular at Late 
Bronze Age Emar. Fleming, The Installation, 215-16, counts at least nineteen different 
individuals with this name in the Emar texts, who could be differentiated by their 
patronymics.  Even one of the kings of Emar bore this name (Emar 17:1-3, 12-13, 17; 
256:33; HCCT-E 29 rev. 23).  Only the personal name Zū-Baˤla ‘Of Baal’ was more 
popular at Emar, with thirty different individuals bearing this name. 
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Table 3: The Forms of Aštar and Aštart at Emar 

Name Spelling Text 

Aštart of Battle 

dINANNA MÈ Emar 460:1 
dINANNA ta-ḫa-zi Emar 379:1, 380:1, 381:11, 

382:6, 460:6, 9 
dIš8-tár MÈ Emar 370 passim 

Aštart of the a-bi 

dINANNA a-bi Emar 384:2, 460:26’ 
dINANNA ša a-bi Emar 373:102 
dIš8-tár ša a-bi Emar 452:5, 17 
[dIš8-t]ár a-ba-ú Emar 274:9 
dA]š-tar-ti ša ab-bi Emar 153:2 

Aštart of the šu-bi 
dINANNA ša š[u(?)-bi(?) Emar 373:88 
dIš8-tár ša šu-bi Emar 274:3, 452:10, 14 

Aštart of the Harvest dINANNA tù-ri-ši Emar 373:104, 383:4, 460:25 
Aštart of the City dINANNA URU.KI Emar 43:1, 265:11, 274:8 
Poplar Aštar dAš-tar-ṣa-ar-ba Emar 446:87, 452:21, RE 

54:10 
Aštart of the Lightning 
Bolts 

dIš8-tár bi-ri-qá-ti Emar 274:7, 452:15 

Aštar of Mt. Ṣuparatu 
dINANNA ṣu-pá-ra-ti Emar 379:6 
dIš8-tár ṣu-pa-r[a-ti] Emar 274:8 

Aštar of the Stars300 dAš-tar-MUL Emar 43:12, 378:39 
Aštart of the Temple of 
the Crossroads 

dINANNA É SILA.TATTAB!.BI Emar 383:3 

Aštart of the Springs  dIš8-tár e-ni Emar 274:8, 16 
Aštart Lady of the Springs dINANNA GAŠAN e-ni Emar 378:44 
Aštart of the Temple of 
Baal 

dINANNA É dIŠKUR-ma Emar 383:2 

Aštart of the Mountain dIš8-tár ša ḪUR.S[AG Emar 300:3 
Aštart of the Warrior dIš8-tár LÚ ta-ḫa-zi301 Emar 373:15 

Aštar of Ḫaši 
dINANNA ḫa-ši Emar 767:25 
dAš-tar ḫa-ši C25:8 

                                                
300 Daniel Arnaud, Emar VI/ 3, 59, 374, translates dAš-tar-MUL as ‘Aštar des etoiles’, but 
dAš-tar-MUL could also mean ‘Aštar of the Star’ or ‘Aštar, the Star’.  I have retained 
Arnaud’s rendering for the sake of consistency.   
301 The Mesopotamian lexical text LÚ = ša, a copy of which was found at Emar (Msk 
74121+), begins by equating the cuneiform signs LÚ and ša.  Based on this text, John 
Huehnergard, p.c., suggests that dIš8-tár LÚ ta-ḫa-zi could be an erudite writing of dIš8-tár 
ša ta-ḫa-zi ‘Aštart of Battle’.  If he is correct, then Aštart of the Warrior, who only 
appears in a single text, could be a ghost form.       
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Table 3 Continued 
 
Aštart of the Riverbank dINANNA kib-ri Emar 383:12 
Aštart  Emar 274:6 
Aštart Lady of Ani(?) dINANNA GAŠAN A?-[x]-

⎡ni?⎤ 
Emar 373:145 

Aštart of Zarma(?) dIš8-]tár Za-ar-ma302 Emar 300:4 
Aštart Lady of Ḫaza dIš8-tár NIN uruḫa-za HCCT 19:14-15 
 

 The t-less form of Aštart occurs much more frequently in syllabic orthography 

than the t-form (Emar 43:12, 378:39, 446:87, 452:21; C 31:8; RE 54:10).  Its frequency 

in logographic orthography, however, is unclear due to the scarcity of parallel spellings.  

Only in the case of Aštar Ḫaši, who appears in syllabic orthography in C25:8 as dAš-tar 

ḫa-ši and logographic orthography in Emar 767:25 as dINANNA ḫa-ši, can we be sure that 

the Sumerogram dINANNA stood for a t-less feminine form at Emar. 303  Yet in the absence 

of syllabic evidence for the spelling of many of the forms of Aštar(t) at Emar, it is 

possible that dINANNA and dIš8-tár could disguise additional t-less feminine forms.  In any 

case, the gender of the syllabically spelled t-less form Aštar at Emar is unclear.  In the 

other Semitic languages, t-less forms of the divine name Aštar can be either feminine, as 

in Akkadian Eblaite, Aramaic, and Old South Arabian, or masculine as in Old South 

Arabian, Ugaritic, and Phoenician.304  The similar personal names Aš-tar-a-bu “Aštar is 

                                                
302 Juan Antonio Belmonte, “Zur Lesung und Deutung von ina sila-lím ar-ba in Emar-
Texten,” N.A.B.U. 1997 no. 3 (1997): 83, reads dAš-t]ar-ṣa-ar-ba instead of dIš8-]tár Za-
ar-ma here.  If his reading is correct, then Aštart of Zarma, who only appears in a single 
text, could be a ghost form. 
303 It is unlikely that the Sumerogram dINANNA would represent a male Aštar at Emar 
since Sumerograms for divine names usually correspond in gender to their syllabic 
equivalents.  One of the few exceptions is the use of the masculine Sumerogram dUTU 
designate the Hittite sun-goddess in Hittite texts (e.g., CTH 383:1).   
304 As I argued in section IV of Chapter One.   
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the (divine) father” from Emar 33:1 and Aš-tar-um-mi “Aštar is my mother” from Emar 

178:2’ and HCCT 36:9 suggest that Aštar could be either male or female at Emar.  Yet 

one or both of these names could come from a different culture and reflect a different 

tradition about the gender of Aštar.  The same holds true for the presumably feminine 

Aštar Ḫaši. As Joan Goodnick Westenholz has argued, Aštar Ḫaši was the patron goddess 

of the city of Ḫaššu / Ḫašuwa, so this form of Aštar could reflect Haššu-ite traditions 

about the gender of Aštar.305  Similarly, the compound divine name Aštar-ṣarba, while 

feminine, ultimately comes from Akkadian, as I will argue below.  This leaves only Aštar 

of the Stars (dAš-tar-MUL) as a possible native Emarite t-less form, but the gender of this 

deity cannot be determined from context.  

 

VI. Evidence for Agricultural Forms of Aštart 
  

 Due to the civic, administrative, and religious changes that accompanied the 

Hittite conquest of the city, the ritual texts from Emar contain different strata of religious 

material that reflect changes in the complex of daily routines practiced in the city.306  The 

                                                
305 Joan Goodnick Westenholz, Cuneiform Inscriptions in the Collection of the Bible 
lands Museum Jerusalem: The Emar Tablets (Gronigen: Styx Publications, 2000), 65.  It 
is also problematic that C31 does not come from a controlled excavation, but was 
purchased on the antiquities market.   
306 Fleming, The Installation, 282-89, has demonstrated that the rituals from Emar 
represent an indigenous Syrian tradition that differs in several important ways from both 
Mesopotamian and Hittite ritual.  The ritual texts from Emar employ distinctive 
vocabulary to describe ritual actions, mention rituals and religious personnel not found in 
Mesopotamia or Anatolia, and honor indigenous Syrian deities.  Furthermore, there is no 
evidence that Hittite rituals were performed at Emar, despite the presence of ritual texts 
honoring Hittite gods there.   
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oldest texts refer exclusively to agricultural forms of Aštart, while newer texts mention 

urban forms of Aštart alongside older, agricultural forms.  In this section, I will review 

the evidence for the agricultural forms of Aštart at Emar.     

 Some of the rituals texts from Emar, most notably the Zukru and the Ritual for the 

Month of Zarāti/Abî, are preserved in two distinct versions.  The differences between the 

versions reflect the changes in the political and administrative orientation of the city 

following the Hittite conquest and, thus, constitute evidence for dating the ritual texts and 

their contents.  One set of versions focuses on communal, agricultural life and does not 

mention the king.  These versions seem to predate the Hittite conquest of the city and the 

institution of kingship.307  The other set of versions reflect the interests of the king and 

the diviner and refer to urban activities and institutions; they appear to postdate the Hittite 

takeover and the political and administrative changes it entailed.308  A comparison of the 

Short and Long Zukru texts (Emar 375 and 373 respectively) illustrates these differences.   

 The Short Zukru text (Emar 375) records an annual rite honoring the West 

Semitic deity Dagan, who seems to have been the original chief deity of the city.309  

Although the text is fragmentary, it describes a ritual procession during the month of 

Zarāti intended, most likely, to promote agricultural fertility.310  On the 15th day of the 

                                                
307 Fleming, Time at Emar, 106, 146-47.   
308 Ibid., 56-7, 178-80.   
309 Throughout this chapter, I will cite Emar 373, 375, 446, 452 according to the 
collations found in Fleming, Time at Emar.   
310 The month name Zarāti, from the common Semitic word *ḏarˤ- ‘seed’, most likely 
refers to the month of planting or sowing.  A good parallel to this month name comes 
from the 11/10th century B.C.E. Gezer calendar from Israel, which allots “two-months of 
planting” (yrḥw zrˤ) using the cognate term zrˤ.  Other features of the ritual reflect 
agricultural practice as well.  In lines 35-36, “The citizens and the leaders of the city go 



 123 

month, the people of Emar brought Dagan’s cult statue in a procession to a group of 

upright stones located outside the city walls.311  They then anointed the upright stones 

with blood and oil, circumambulated them with the cult statue of Dagan, and enjoyed a 

communal feast.  Neither the king nor the diviner is mentioned in the text, which suggests 

the ritual described in the Short Zukru text predates both the institution of the monarchy 

and the diviner.312  Instead, the citizens and leaders of the people (DUMUmeš ù GALḫi.a ša 

URU.KI) perform all of the ritual actions.313   

 The Long Zukru text (Emar 373) expands the ritual contained in the Short Zukru 

text in three ways, which reflect the socio-political changes that took place at Emar 

following the Hittite conquest.  First, it expands the ritual at the stones into a seven-day 

feast honoring the official pantheon of Emar.  Second, it changes the annual Zukru ritual 

into a festival occurring every seven years, with a “preparatory” Zukru taking place in the 

sixth year.  And third, the Long Zukru text adds a series of preparatory days before the 

ritual in the 7th year, during which sacrifices are offered to “all the gods of Emar.”  These 

additions provided an opportunity for the king, whose position did not exist when the 

Short Zukru was composed, to demonstrate both his generosity and power by providing 
                                                                                                                                            
out on the very same day and break their dirt-clods” (DUMUmeš ù GALḫi.a ša URU.KI [u4-mi 
šu-wa-ti-]ma ú-ṣi ù ki-ir-ba-ni-šu-nu ú-pa-as-sà-sú ).  Most likely, this ritual action 
symbolizes the practice of breaking up the earth with a plow before sowing seed. 
311 The location of these stones outside the city hints at the possible origins of this ritual 
in an un-walled village.   
312 As Fleming, “A Limited Kingship,” 62, points out, the king was primary ritual actor in 
many other ancient Near Eastern societies, including Ugarit.  Therefore, it is unlikely that 
the Short Zukru text stems from the period of the Emarite monarchy, but fails to include 
the king.  
313 Or following Gary Beckman, apud Fleming, Time at Emar, 267, “the small and great 
of the city” (TURmeš ù GALḫi.a ša URU.KI), an expression which could serve as a merism for 
the entire populace. 
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sacrifices for a large number of deities, many of whom were connected to the palace.314  

Most of the ritual materials and sacrificial offerings in the Long Zukru text emanate from 

the palace of the king.   Still, the king does not play a role in the core ritual acts of the 

Zukru festival; he is not present during Dagan’s ritual circuit around the upright stones 

outside the city walls and he does not take part in the communal feast.  

 The language and layout of the Short Zukru tablet also indicate the antiquity of its 

contents.  The cuneiform tablets from Emar belong to two different text traditions, a 

“Syrian” type that shows Old Babylonian origins and a “Syro-Hittite” type that reflects 

the Middle Babylonian koine in use during the Late Bronze Age. “Syrian” tablets are 

oriented along their vertical axis, while “Syro-Hittite” tablets are oriented along their 

horizontal axis. 315 The Short Zukru tablet belongs to the “Syrian” text tradition and thus 

reflects a scribal tradition going back to the 18th century B.C.E.   

 The distinctive features of the Short Zukru text have allowed scholars to identify 

other archaic ritual texts based on the absence of the king and the predominance of 

agricultural rites.  According to these criteria, the Ritual Text for Six Months (Emar 446), 

a “Syrian”-style text, also reflects an earlier time period than the other ritual texts from 

Emar.  As in the Short Zukru ritual, the king does not participate in any of the rituals 

                                                
314 Most of these deities do not appear in the short version of the Zukru, which is 
dedicated almost solely to Dagan. 
315 Daniel Arnaud  “Les Hittites sur le moyen Euphrate: Protecteurs et indigenes,” 
Hethitica 8 (1987): 15, was the first scholar to distinguish between “Syro-Hittite” and 
“Syrian” style tablets.  For the most recent work on these text traditions see Claus 
Wilcke, “AḪ, die Brüder von Emar: Untersuchungen zur Schreibtradition am 
Euphratknie,” Aula Orientalis 10 (1992): 115-50; Stefano Seminara, L’accadico di Emar 
(Rome: Università degli Studi di Roma “La Sapienza,” 1998), 270; and Fleming, Time at 
Emar, 109-13.   



 125 

described in the text, which suggests that the text predates the institution of kingship at 

Emar during the Late Bronze Age.  Instead, the main ritual actors in the Ritual Text for 

Six Months are “the whole populace” (LÚmeš ga-ma-ru), “the people of the countryside” 

(LÚmeš EDIN), and “the city” (URU.KI), as well as various subclasses of the populace.  

Furthermore, several of the rituals contained in the text refer to agricultural activities, 

such as animal husbandry and planting.  On the 15th day of a month of unknown name, 

for example, “they bring Šaggar down to the cattle barn and (perform) sacrifice.  They 

slaughter one sheep at the horse stables” (446:45-46).316  Later in the ritual “they 

slaughter one sheep for the nuppuḫannū men, one sheep for the garden of the storm-god’s 

pool, and a sheep for Dagan Lord of Seed” (446:48-50) and “until they finish the 

sacrificial homages no one may go out to plant” (446:56-57).  Judging from these 

statements, the inhabitants of Emar most likely performed these rituals to insure a good 

harvest. 

 Although the Ritual Text for Six Months appears to be more archaic than most of 

the other ritual texts from Emar, it still reflects the material interests of the diviner.  He 

receives meat and hides from many of the sacrifices performed over the course of the 

ritual calendar  (e.g., Emar 446:27-28, 38).  His appearance in the text suggests one of 

two things: either the office of the diviner predates the institution of kingship and the 
                                                
316 The deity Šaggar seems to have been responsible for the fertility of domestic cattle. In 
Biblical Hebrew, the noun šeger, which is cognate with the divine name Šaggar, refers to 
the offspring of domesticated animals, particularly cattle (e.g., Deut 7:13; šeger ˀălāpîm).  
Most likely, the participants in the Emar ritual brought Šaggar down to the cattle barn in 
the form of his cult statue to insure the fertility of their herds.  For more on the deity 
Šaggar, see Karel van der Toorn, “Sheger,” in Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the 
Bible, eds. Karel van der Toorn, Bob Becking, and Pieter W. van der Horst (2nd ed.; 
Leiden: Brill, 1999), 760-62; Pardee, Les textes rituels, 2:801-802.   
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Hittite conquest of Emar or the text in its current form was reworked by the diviner after 

the Hittite conquest of the city.      

 The older ritual texts invoke agricultural forms of Aštart exclusively.  Unlike the 

Short Zukru text, which refers almost exclusively to Dagan, the Ritual Text for Six 

Months refers to two forms of Aštart, whose cults correspond to the routines of pre-urban 

village life.  According to this text, the month of Marzaḫāni (itiMar-za-ḫa-ni) 317  

contained two rituals dedicated to different forms of Aštar(t): “On the 16th day of the 

month, Aštar-ṣarba goes out in procession.  A sheep provided by the city and the divine 

axe follow Aštar-ṣarba.  The hunt of Aštart falls on the very same (day)” (i-na U4.16 dAš-

tar ṣa-ar-ba u-ṣi UDU ša URU.KI ù ḫa-ṣí-nu ša DINGIR (erasure) EGIR dAš!-tar-ṣa-ar-<ba> i-

la-ak U4 šu-wa-tu-ma ṣa-du ša dIš8-tár 87-90).318  Although terse, the description of these 

rituals provides important information about the cults of Aštar-ṣarba and the simplex 

form of Aštart at Emar.  The text, for example, indicates that the city, rather than the king 

or diviner, provided the provisions for the procession of Aštar-ṣarba, which hints at the 

communal aspect of this ritual.  The purpose of the hunt of Aštart is more opaque.  As 

Fleming points out, it is unclear whether the hunt of Aštart was a hunt honoring Aštart or 

a search for Aštart reminiscent of Anat’s search for Baal in tablet five of the Baal 

cycle.319  Both options could reflect the daily routines of village life.  In the Baal cycle, 

Baal’s absence leads to a drought and famine, so a hunt for Aštart could represent a ritual 

designed to avert famine and assure the fertility of crops.  A hunt honoring Aštart, on the 
                                                
317 As Fleming, Time at Emar, 166, points out, the month name Marzaḫāni suggests a 
connection to the marzeah association known from Israel, Ugarit, and Palmyra.    
318 For the reading dAš-tar ṣa-ar-ba see Belmonte, “Zur Lesung,” 82-83.  
319 Fleming, Time at Emar, 183.   
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other hand, could reflect Aštart’s prowess as a huntress and the importance of hunting as 

a supplementary source of food in a village society.320 

 Emar 452, a text of Syro-Hittite type containing rituals for the month of Abî (itiA-

bi-i), also mentions Aštar-ṣarba and the hunt of Aštart.  This text seems to be a partial 

reworking of the Ritual Text for Six Months (Emar 446) that reflects the official ritual 

system of Emar following the Hittite conquest.321  It adds several rituals for different 

forms of Aštart that are not found in Emar 446, which represent later additions to the 

ritual calendar under the Hittite administration.  These rituals will be discussed below.  

For now I would like to focus on the rituals for the pre-urban, agricultural forms of Aštart 

that parallel those found in Emar 446.  As in Emar 446, the rituals for Aštar-ṣarba and 

Aštart occur on the 16th day of the month: “They bring Aštar-ṣarba out from the 

storehouse.  The hunt of Aštart is on the 16th day” (⎡d⎤Aš-tar ṣa-ar-ba i-na É.GUR7 ú-še-

ṣu-ú i-na u4-mi 16 ṣa-du ša dIš8-tár).  Although equally terse in its description of the 

ritual, Emar 452 provides information not found in Emar 446.  While Emar 446:88-89 

describes the components of the procession for Aštar-ṣarba, Emar 452:21 locates the 

starting point or the terminus of this procession at the communal storehouse (É.GUR7).  

Such a building would have held dates and barley for later distribution, and would have 

served as a reserve in times of famine.322  The preceding three lines are broken, but may 

also refer to the ritual for Aštar-ṣarba.  If this is the case and if the phrase “they make her 

                                                
320 Two different Ugaritic texts, KTU 1.92 and 1.114, depict Athtart as a huntress.   
321 Fleming, Time at Emar, 175, suggests that Marzaḫāni and Abî are different names for 
the same month since the same core of rituals for Aštar-ṣarba and Aštart occurs on the 
16th of the month in both texts. 
322 CAD K, 228.   
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enter (with) wailing cries” (kíl-la-ti it-ti-ši ú-še-ra-bu) in Emar 452:19 refers to Aštar-

ṣarba, then the ritual participants may have brought Aštar-ṣarba into the communal 

storehouse to bless the stores at the end of the procession, much like the ritual actors in 

line 45 of Emar 446 “bring Šaggar down to the cattle barn and (perform) sacrifice” to 

insure the fertility of the cattle.  Emar 452:21 would then describe bringing Aštar-ṣarba 

out of the storehouse and back to her sanctuary.  If this is not the case, then the text may 

locate Aštar-ṣarba’s cult statue in the communal storehouse and describe how the ritual 

participants brought her out to see and be seen by her worshippers.  In either case, Emar 

452 ties the worship of Aštar-ṣarba to the agricultural practice of storing the harvest for 

later redistribution.  Both Emar 452 and 446 suggest that the inhabitants of Emar invoked 

Aštar-ṣarba to insure that the communal stores lasted until the next harvest.   

 One final text from the environs of Emar may allude to the ritual procession for 

Aštar-ṣarba on the 16th day of Marzaḫāni/Abî.  A contract from the collection of 

Jonathan Rosen confirming the ownership of a house mentions that “its front [lies on] the 

(processional)-way of Aštar-ṣarba (Aš-tar-ṣa-ar-ba) and dNIN.KUR323” (RE 54:10).  Most 

likely, the “(processional)-way of Aštar-ṣarba” mentioned in this contract refers to the 

route that the cult statue of Aštar-ṣarba followed from her sanctuary to the communal 

storehouse (or vice-versa) as described in the Ritual Text for Six Months (Emar 446) and 

the Ritual Text for the Month of Abî (Emar 452).  It is unknown whether the processional 

way of Aštar-ṣarba was physically marked off in any way.324  If it was not, then this 

                                                
323 The name of the deity lurking behind this Sumerogram is unknown.   
324 According to Sakal, “Der spätbronzezeitliche Tempelkomplex,” 85, the joint German-
Syrian excavations uncovered a paved processional way flanked by gate lions leading to 
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contract suggests that the ritual procession for Aštar-ṣarba was memorable enough that it 

could be invoked to demarcate space within the city. 

 The forms of Aštart invoked in The Ritual Text for Six Months (Emar 446), the 

Ritual Text for the Month of Abî (Emar 452), and the contract from the vicinity of Emar 

(RE 54) all reflect the daily routines of village life.  Aštar-ṣarba was associated with the 

communal storehouse and may have been invoked to insure an adequate supply of food 

until the next harvest.325  Even the name Aštar-ṣarba reflects ancient agricultural 

routines, although not necessarily those of Late Bronze Age Emar.  The goddess Aštar-

ṣarba is a form of the ancient Semitic goddess, Aštar-ṣarbat ‘Aštar of the poplar’, who is 

attested in the texts from 3rd millennium B.C.E. Ebla, the pre-Sargonic and Shakkanakku 

texts from Mari, and the Mari letters.326 Aštar, the first element of this compound name, 

corresponds closely to the archaic t-less variant of the name found in East Semitic and 

sporadically in West Semitic, which hints at the antiquity of this goddess. The second 

element of this name, ṣarbat refers to the Euphrates poplar (Populus euphratica), one of 

the most common trees to grow along the banks of the Euphrates River and an important 

                                                                                                                                            
the Temple of Baal.  It is possible that Aštar-ṣarba’s temple had a similar processional 
way.     
325 Thorkild Jacobsen, The Treasures of Darkness: A History of Mesopotamian Religion 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1976), 36, posited similar features for Inanna, the 
Sumerian counterpart of Aštart/Ishtar.  He even reconstructed her name as NIN.ANNA(K) 
‘lady of the date clusters.’     
326 Oliva, Juan.  “Aštar ṣarbat in Ebla.”  N.A.B.U. 1993 no. 2 (1993): 32-34; Jean-Marie 
Durand, “La religion en Siria durante la época de los reinos amorreos según la 
documentación de Mari,” in Mitología y religión del oriente antigua II/1: Semitas 
occidentales (Ebla, Mari), eds. J. Mander and J.-M. Durand (Sabadell: AUSA, 1995), 
137. 
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component of Mesopotamian agricultural life.327  Its leaves could provide fodder for 

livestock and its wood was a good source of timber.  The noun ṣarbat only appears in 

Akkadian, although it may be related to West Semitic *ǵarabat ‘poplar’ (Biblical 

Hebrew ˤărābâ; Syriac ˤarbəṯā, Arabic ǵarab).328  The appearance of an exclusively 

Akkadian word in the title of this goddess, coupled with the use of the t-less form of the 

divine name (which is the default form in Akkadian), suggests that the name Aštar-ṣarba 

ultimately comes from Akkadian, rather than the native Semitic language of Emar.329  

Yet the loss of the final –t in ṣarbat is hard to explain in terms of Akkadian or Emarite 

                                                
327 CAD Ṣ, 108.  According to Oliva, “Aštar ṣarbat,” 33, ṣarbat also refers to a city 
known from geographic lists from Abu-Salabikh and Ebla, the name of which most likely 
derives from the noun.  
328 Note, however, that Akkadian ṣ, which could come from any of the three Proto-
Semitic ejective sibiliants ts’, ɬ’, and ṯ’ does not regularly correspond to West Semitic ˤ 
and ǵ.  One way to account for this mismatch is through language contact as Pelio 
Fronzaroli has suggested in “Studi sul lessico commune semitico. V. La natura 
domestica,” Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei, Rendiconti VIII/XXIV/7-12 (1969): 278, 
291, 300.  According to Fronzaroli, the Proto-Semitic form was *ɬ’arbatu, which became 
ṣarbatu in Akkadian and kχ’arbatu in Aramaic (written ˤrbt). Speakers of Hebrew and 
speakers of Arabic then borrowed the Aramaic term, which they pronounced ǵarab(at).  
Such a form would appear as ˤrbh in Hebrew orthography after the shift of word final –at 
to â.  For the shift of Proto-Semitic ɬ’ to kχ’ in Aramaic see Richard C. Steiner, The Case 
for Fricative Laterals in Proto-Semitic (AOS 59; New Haven: AOS, 1977), 39-41.  
Leonid Kogan, by contrast, argues that argues that Proto-Semitic *ɬ’arbatu (> Akkadian 
ṣarbatu, Syriac ˤarbəṯā) and Proto-West-Semitic ǵarbat (> Hebrew ˤărābâ, Arabic 
ǵarab) are unrelated nouns in “Les noms de plantes akkadiens dans leur contexte 
sémitique,” in Language and Nature: Papers Presented to John Huehnergard on the 
Occasion of His 60th Birthday, eds. Rebecca Hasselbach and Na’ama Pat-El (SAOC 67; 
Chicago: The Oriental Institute, 2012), 241.  
329 According to Juan Oliva, “Aštar ṣarbat,” 33, Aštar-ṣarbat was not native to the 
Eblaite pantheon since the form of the name Aštar does not conform to known Eblaite 
sound changes.   
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phonology, however, and suggests that the inhabitants of Emar borrowed the cult of 

Aštar-ṣarba from an intermediary culture.330   

 The hunt of Aštar(t) (ṣa-du ša dIš8-tár) also reflects an ancient Semitic rural 

practice with roots in the third millennium B.C.E. or earlier.331  The phrase “hunt of 

Aštar(t)” finds an almost exact parallel in four Sabaic texts.  An early Sabaic dedicatory 

inscription from Marīb states that “Yiṯaˤˀamar Bayyin, son of Sumuhuˤaliy, mukarrib of 

Saba, erected an altar stele at the gates of Nawamum on the day he hunted the hunt of 

Athtar and Karwam” (yṯˤ ˀmr byn bn smhly mkrb sbˀ qf qyf ḫlfy nwmm ywm ṣd ṣyd ˤṯtr 

wkrwm) (RES 4177). A second inscription from Marīb dedicated by Yiṯaˤˀamar Bayyin, 

son of Sumuhuˤaliy contains the same formula (ywm ṣd ṣd ˤṯtr wkrwm) (Y.85.AQ/7) as 

does a Central Middle Sabaic inscription from Naqil Šiǵâˤ, between Ṣanˤāˀ and Marīb 

(ywm ṣyd ṣyd ṣyd ˤṯtr wkrwm) (Ry 544).332  The final inscription is fragmentary, but still 

refers to the “day when [he performed the h]unt of Athtar of Musawwaˤat”  (ywm [ṣ]yd 

                                                
330 None of the feminine Emarite words ending in –at attest this sound change according 
to Eugene Pentiuc, West Semitic Vocabulary in the Akkadian Texts from Emar (HSS 49; 
Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2001), 242-43.   
331 Without additional information, it is unclear whether the Aštart associated with the 
hunt of Aštart in the Ritual Text for Six Months and the Ritual Text for the Month of Abî 
was connected to any of the other forms of Aštart attested at Emar.  The text merely 
refers to her as dIš8-tár without any identifying epithets.   
332 Walter W. Müller, “KRWM im Lichte einer neuentdeckten sabäischen Jagdinschrift 
aus der Oase von Mārib,” Archäologische Berichte aus dem Yemen 3 (1986): 101-107; 
“Altsüdarabische Rituale und Beschwörungen,” in Texte aus der Umwelt des Alten 
Testaments.  II: Religiöse Texte, 3: Rituale und Beschwörungen II, ed. Otto Kaiser 
(Gütersloh: Bertelsmann, 1988), 442-45, provide the most recent editions of these texts.  
For ritual hunts in Arabia more generally, see Jean-François Breton, Arabia Felix from 
the Time of the Queen of Sheba: Eight Century B. C. to First Century A. D. (trans. Albert 
LaFarge; Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1999), 132.    
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ˤṯtr ḏms1wˤtm) (LuBM 1). 333  Although the Emarite and Sabaic expressions differ slightly 

in their surface morphology, the appearance of the phrase “hunt of Athtar(t)” using 

cognate words in Sabaic and the native Semitic language of Emar suggests that “hunt of 

Athtar(t)” was a Proto-West Semitic ritual.334 The Sabaic version of the phrase employs 

the construct to express the relationship between ṣyd and ˤṯtr, while the Emarite version 

uses the relative pronoun; these constructions are equivalent ways of expressing the 

genitive.335  The Sabaic version also contains the later, masculine form of Athtar that 

developed from the t-less feminine form.  Unfortunately, it is impossible to tell whether 

the Emarite version of the formula contains the t-less or t-form of Aštart due to the use of 

Akkadian dIš8-tár as a logogram standing in for the native name of the goddess. The 

Proto-West Semitic form of this formula would have been *ṣayadu ˤAṯtar(t)i, which 

developed into ṣādu ˤAṯtar(t)i in Emarite with the collapse of triphthongs of the form 

v1yv1 at Emar, but remained *ṣayadu ˤAṯtari in Sabaic with the exception of 

Y.85.AQ/7.336  Further reflexes of this formula are found in the Ugaritic text KTU 

                                                
333 G. Lundin and S. A. Frantsouzoff, “An Inscribed Sabaean Bronze Altar from the 
British Museum” St. Petersburg Journal of Oriental Studies 9 (1997): 384-391.  The 
absence of the deity Karwam from LuBM 1 and the absence of the title Musawwaˤat for 
Athtar from RES 4177, Y.85.AQ/7, and Ry 544 suggests that these elements are 
secondary additions to the basic formula, “hunt of Athtar.”  These four inscriptions 
suggest that Athtar was originally connected to the daily routine of hunting in Saba.     
334 The native Semitic language of Emar does not display any of the diagnostic features 
of Central Semitic (which may be an accident of preservation) and so the most we can 
say about it is that it is West Semitic. 
335 Na’ama Pat-El, “The Syntax of ˀašer and šeC – Yet Again,” in Language and Nature: 
Papers Presented to John Huehnergard on the Occasion of his 60th Birthday, eds. 
Rebecca Hasselbach and Na’ama Pat-El (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2012), 
323.     
336 Pentiuc West Semitic Vocabulary, 236.   
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1.92:1337 and an Aramaic scorpion spell in Demotic script, which identify Athtart as a 

huntress (ṣydt).338  These variants suggests that “the hunt of Athtar(t)” was conducted in 

emulation of Athtar(t) rather than in search of her.    

 As a Proto-West Semitic phrase, the expression “Hunt of Athtar(t)” (*ṣayadu 

ˤAṯtar(t)i) has the potential to be even older than the divine name Aštar-ṣarba.  The 

earliest East Semitic texts date to the 27th century B.C.E., while the oldest West Semitic 

texts date to the 25th century B.C.E. which suggests that West Semitic split off from East 

Semitic sometime around 3000 B.C.E. (assuming that it took several centuries for West 

Semitic to diverge from East Semitic).  Because the phrase “Hunt of Athtar(t)” is 

reconstrucible to Proto-West Semitic, it most likely reflects the practices of West Semitic 

speakers at an early time period and suggests that hunting was a core feature of 

Athtar(t).339  Furthermore, it seems likely that the “Hunt of Athtar(t)” developed as a 

ritual form in a non-urban environment, where hunting was a prominent mode of 

subsistence.  Such conditions did not obtain in Late Bronze Age Emar—or Ugarit for that 

matter—but would have been more common in earlier periods.340  

 One additional form of Aštart mentioned in the ritual texts from Emar may 

correspond to the daily routines of village life: Aštart tu-ri-ši (dINANNA tu-ri-ši).  This 
                                                
337 Lipiński, Dieux et déesses, 131, noted the similarities between these Sabaic, Emarite, 
and Ugaritic phrases, but did not treat them as reflexes an inherited West Semitic 
formula. 
338 For this spell see, Steiner, “The Scorpion Spell,” 264.  
339 Although hunting seems to be a rare core feature for Athtart, we should not 
automatically generalize this feature to other cultures that lack evidence for Athtart as a 
huntress.  Doing so obscures important cultural differences.   
340 This is not to say that urban populations did not practice hunting—the Assyrian kings 
often hunted for sport—only that a ritual hunt is more likely to develop in a society that 
practiced hunting regularly. 
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goddess appears among the second tier of deities provisioned by the king in the Long 

Zukru text (Emar 373:104; d[IN]ANNA ša tu-ri-ši).  She also appears fourth in a list of 

deities receiving sacrifices after Dagan of the temple of… (dKUR É…), Aštart of the 

temple of the storm god (dINANNA É dIŠKUR-ma), and Aštart of the Temple of the 

Crossroads (dINANNA É SILA.TATTAB!.BI ) (Emar 383:4; dINANNA tu!-ri-ši) and in a list of 

offerings to Aštart of Battle (Emar 460:25’; dINANNA tù-ri-ši).  Daniel Arnaud treats this 

epithet as a nominal form of the Akkadian verb darāšu ‘to tread, trample’, durīšu, and 

translates it as ‘du piétinement’ [of stamping] and ‘de l’écrasment’ [of crushing]. 341  Yet 

durīšu does not appear anywhere else in Akkadian and reflects the otherwise rare 

nominal pattern purīsu < *puraysu, which is used almost exclusively for diminutives in 

Akkadian.342  Because of these problems, Wolfram von Soden and Eugen Pentiuc 

persuasively derive tù-ri-ši from the Old Akkadian, Middle Assyrian, and Nuzi term 

turāšu ‘harvest’ (with variants turēzu and turazzu).343  Judging from their linguistic 

                                                
341 Arnaud, Emar VI/ 3, 361, 377, 441.   
342 Wolfram von Soden, Grundriss der akkadischen Grammatik (3rd ed.; Analecta 
Orientalia 33; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1995), §55. While durišu is unlikely to 
come from Akkadian, it could reflect the Canaanite form of the participle, kōtib. Yet it is 
unclear whether the Semitic substrate language of Emar was a Canaanite dialect since the 
hundred or so words in this language do not display any of the diagnostic features of 
Canaanite.  Furthermore, the participle at Emar does not reflect the Canaanite shift 
judging from the form lúza-bi-ḫu /ḏābiḥu/ ‘sacrificer’ in Emar 282:13.  For the diagnostic 
features of Canaanite, see John Huehnergard, “Remarks on the Classification of the 
Northwest Semitic Languages,” in The Balaam Text from Deir ’Alla Re-Evaluated, eds. J. 
Hoftijzer and G. van der Kooij  (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 285-6’ and Na’ama Pat-El and 
Aren Wilson-Wright, “The Features of Canaanite: A Reevaluation,” ZMDG 
(forthcoming).   
343 Pentiuc, West Semitic Vocabulary, 183; Wolfram von Soden, Akkadisches 
Handwörterbuch: Unter Benutzug des lexikalischen Nachlasses von Bruno Meissner 
(1868-1947) (3 vols.; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1981), 3:1372. 
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analysis, Aštart tu-ri-ši seems to have been associated with the agricultural practice of 

harvesting.  

V. Evidence for Urban Forms of Aštart 
 

 While the forms of Aštart from the earliest strata of Emarite ritual reflect the daily 

routines of village life, such as agriculture and hunting, I argue that the forms of Aštart 

from the most recent strata were associated with aspects of urban life, such as a military 

preparedness, monumental religious architecture, and kingship.  Three different forms of 

Aštart dominate the more recent ritual texts from Emar, including the Long Zukru text 

(Emar 373) and Ritual Text for the Month of Abî (Emar 452): Aštart of Battle, Aštart of 

the šu-bi, and Aštart of the a-bi.  Aštart of Battle was, unsurprisingly, associated with 

military preparedness and the daily routines of soldiers; Aštart of the šu-bi was most 

likely connected to the introduction of monumental religious architecture; Aštart of the a-

bi was probably associated with the practice of kingship and the daily routine of the king.  

Since these three goddesses do not appear in earlier documents like the Short Zukru text 

(Emar 375) and the Ritual Text for Six Months (Emar 446), they seem to represent recent 

additions to the Emarite pantheon that reflect the new complex of daily routines practiced 

at Emar following the Hittite conquest of the city.344           

                                                
344 Although this line of reasoning constitutes a partial argument from silence, absence of 
evidence is not evidence of presence.  Theoretically, these goddeses could have existed 
prior to the Hittite conquest of Emar, but there is no positive evidene that they did.  For 
now, I will treat these deities as new additions to the Emarite pantheon and revise my 
argument if new evidence comes to light.     
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 Judging from the extant texts, Aštart of Battle seems to have been the most 

important form of Aštart at Emar from the point of view of the palace and the diviner.  

She appears in seven different texts (Emar 370, 379, 380, 381, 382, 460, and 495) and is 

the only form of Aštart from Emar whose cult personnel are mentioned in the texts.  Most 

of our information about the cult of Aštart of Battle and her role in religious life comes 

from Emar 370, an installation ritual for Aštart of Battle’s main ritual specialist, the 

mašˀartu-priestess.345  This text is written in Syro-Hittite style and mentions the diviner 

(lines 108’), which suggests that it post-dates the Hittite conquest and reconstruction of 

the city.  In what follows, I will argue that the installation ritual for the mašˀartu reflects 

the new emphasis on military preparedness at Emar and the daily routines of soldiers in 

several ways.  

 The installation ritual for the mašˀartu was not a regular occurrence.  Fleming has 

argued persuasively that the entu-priestess (NIN.DINGIR)—Baal’s main ritual specialist—

and by extension her structural counterpart, the mašˀartu, held their offices for life.346  

Thus, the installation ritual for the mašˀartu only took place when the previous mašˀartu 

died or was too old or sick to fulfill her duties.  Because of this, the installation ritual 

                                                
345  Franco D’Agostino and Stephano Seminara, “Sulla continuità del mondo culturale 
della Siria settentrionale: La ‘maš’artum’ ad Ebla ed Emar,” RA 91 (1997): 1-20, argue 
the religious title mašˀartu is also attested at third millennium Ebla, but the examples 
which they cite from lexical texts refer to cult statues or standing stones rather than a 
cultic figure.     
346 Fleming, The Installation, 66.  The entu and the mašˀartu occupied similar ritual roles 
and took part in each other’s installation rituals (Emar 369:16; 370:35’).  They also 
appear together in several texts such as Emar 276:6, 286:19, and 399:4, 8.  These 
parallels suggest that the entu and the mašˀartu held similar ranks in the religious 
hierarchy at Emar and that the rules governing their offices were similar. 
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served as a double rite of passage.347  It marked the transition and transformation of a 

local woman into a ritual specialist, while also acknowledging the brief but potentially, 

dangerous gap in ritual continuity caused by the death or enfeeblement of the previous 

mašˀartu.348  This ritual danger was particularly acute due to Aštart of Battle’s connection 

to military preparedness and her role in the defense of the city. 

 The installation of the mašˀartu took place over the course of seven days.  The 

beginning of Emar 370 is fragmentary, so it is unclear how the new mašˀartu was chosen 

and initiated.  According to the installation ritual for the entu (Emar 369:1-3), the entu 

was chosen by lot from the daughters of the citizens of Emar.  But, while the text 

espouses a democratic ideal, the installation ritual required a significant outlay of ritual 

materials on the part of the prospective entu’s father, so in reality the office of entu was 

limited to the daughters of Emar’s wealthier families.349  In the days after being chosen, 

the prospective entu priestess had her head shaved and was clothed in red garments 

(Emar 369:7, 42).  The mašˀartu also received red garments (line 17’) and—by analogy 

with the entu—probably had her head shaved as well. 

 On the second day of the installation ritual, the cult statue of Aštart of battle was 

brought to the house of the prospective mašˀartu ([d]Iš8-tár a-na É fmaš-ar-ti ú-še-ra-bu-

                                                
347 For the concept of rites of passage see Arnold van Gennep, The Rites of Passage 
(trans. Monka B. Vizedom and Gabrielle L. Caffee; Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1961); and Victor Turner, The Ritual Process: Structure and Anti-Structure 
(Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 1969).   
348 Fleming, The Installation, 174. 
349 Ibid., 175. 
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ma350), where a group of soldiers (LÚ.MEŠ ta-ḫa-zi) offered sacrifices in the courtyard.  A 

communal feast followed.  The following four days constituted a liminal period in which 

the prospective mašˀartu gradually took on the duties of her predecessor.  The mašˀartu, 

accompanied by soldiers, offered sacrifices to a series of different gods, beginning with 

Dagan on the third day and ending with Ea on the sixth.  

 The climax of the ritual took place on the night of the seventh day.  The mašˀartu 

entered the temple of Ea, the Mesopotamian god of fresh water, sacrificed a ram, and 

declared, “I will draw water for the bathing of Aštart, my mistress” (A.MEŠ a-na ra-ma-ki 

Iš8-tár GAŠAN-ia lu-uḫ-bi-mì). The text is fragmentary at this point in the ritual, so it is 

unclear why the mašˀartu needed to prepare a bath for Aštart of Battle.351  A passage 

from Ugaritic myth, however, may help illuminate this ritual practice.  In the Baal cycle, 

the bellicose goddess Anat takes a bath after slaughtering a company of soldiers in order 

to remove their blood from her body before moving on to other activities (KTU 1.3.2:38) 

([t]ḥspn . mh . wtrḥṣ “she draws water and washes”).  The installation ritual for the 

mašˀartu may envision a similar motivation for Aštart of Battle’s bath—it marked her 

transition from battle into the ritual sphere—and could therefore reflect Aštart of Battle’s 

connection to warfare and the daily routine of soldiers.  

  Several additional facets of the ritual reflect the daily routines of soldiers.  Other 

than the prospective mašˀartu, the primary participants in the ritual were “soldiers” 

                                                
350 This verb is cognate to the verb used in the entry rituals at Ugarit and Mari.  For these 
rituals see Chapter Four below.     
351 Even in its original state, the text may have omitted the mašˀartu’s motivation for 
preparing a bath for Aštart of Battle.  It may have been obvious to both the ritual 
participants and the composer of the text.   
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(LÚ.MEŠ ta-ḫa-zi), although Fleming has suggested on the basis of Emar 306 that these 

individuals were ritual actors, rather than actual soldiers.352  The economic text Emar 306 

includes seven women under the rubric “soldiers” (LÚ.MEŠ ta-ḫa-zi) in a list of 

individuals receiving kuˀu-vases, which suggests that the term LÚ.MEŠ ta-ḫa-zi 

encompassed more than just combatants at Emar.353  Yet there are other reasons why 

women might appear in a list of soldiers that do not involve ritual actors: perhaps the 

women were the wives or widows of soldiers and received the vases on behalf of their 

husbands.  In any case, the participation of soldiers—whether real or ritual actors—in the 

installation ritual for the mašˀartu highlights the connection between Aštart of Battle and 

the daily routines of soldiers at Emar.  As Fleming notes, “there is no sign of 

rural/agricultural interests, and the centrality of preparation for battle might suit the 

concerns of the city-state center.”354          

 The installation ritual for the mašˀartu also mentions military maneuvers.  The 

last section of the installation ritual contains the phrase “(when) they go away on 

campaign they will give her reverence…” (i-na KASKAL-ni e-tal-ku8-ma i-pa-la-ḫu-ši) 

(Emar 370:88) in a fragmentary context.355  The subject of this sentence seems to be the 

soldiers, but it is unclear whether the object of the verb ipallaḫūšī refers to Aštart of 

                                                
352 Fleming, “The Emar Festivals,” 91 n. 33.   
353 It is possible to determine the gender of the individuals in this list since they are all 
identified by their patronymics, which took the form DUMU PN “son of PN” or DUMU.MÍ 
PN “daughter of PN.” 
354 Fleming, The Installation, 229.   
355 The soldiers stationed at Emar probably did not go “on campaign” in the traditional 
sense of conquering territory, since defensive warfare seems to have been the norm at 
Emar.  Perhaps “campaign” here refers to the practice of intercepting an attacking army 
outside of the city walls.   
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Battle or the mašˀartu.  The first option seems more likely.356  While the verb palāḫu ‘to 

fear, respect, worship’ can denote respect for a human individual, particularly a king, it is 

difficult to imagine why soldiers would need to respect the mašˀartu during a campaign, 

unless she accompanied the army into battle.  In either case, this statement illustrates the 

connection between Aštart of battle and the routines of soldiers at Emar.  They either 

worshipped Aštart of Battle while on campaign, presumably to ensure success in battle, 

or brought Aštart of Battle’s primary ritual specialist with them on campaign to facilitate 

communication with their tutelary deity, or both.357    

 The title mašˀartu may also reflect Aštart of Battle’s connection to the daily 

routine of soldiers and the new emphasis on defensive warfare at Emar after the Hittite 

takeover.  Fleming derives the title from the Akkadian verb šaˀāru ‘to conquer’ and 

connects this title to the importance of Aštart of Battle for military success.  According to 

Fleming, the mašˀartu was “a priestess for battle preparation and military success.”358  

Eugen J. Pentiuc, by contrast, notes that Akkadian šaˀāru is cognate with Ge‘ez saˤara 

‘to remove, destroy’ and Arabic ṯaǵara ‘to break’ and argues that maš’artu cannot come 

from a root containing ǵ because ǵ would be represented by ḫ in Emarite orthography.359  

Instead, he relates mašˀartu to the verb Ugaritic ṯˤr found in the Baal Cycle (KTU 

                                                
356 The same ambiguity applies to the statement “the soldiers will f[all] at her feet” (LÚmeš 

ta-ḫa-zi a-na GÌRmeš-ša i-[ma-qu-tu) in line 90’.   
357 Both options are attested in the Hebrew Bible. The Ark of the Covenant often served 
as a war palladium representing Yahweh in battle (e.g., Num 10:35; 1 Sam 4:3, 14:18), 
and in several cases, Yahweh’s religious officials performed divination before battle (e.g, 
1 Sam 14:19).   
358 Fleming, The Installation, 98-99.   
359 Eugene J. Pentiuc, “West Semitic Terms in Akkadian Texts from Emar,” JNES 38 
(1999): 96.  
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1.3.2:21-22, 37), which means ‘to arrange, serve food’.  He suggests that the mašˀartu 

was “a second-class priestess, one coming after the entu-priestss as a sort of deaconess 

whose main function was serving at cultic banquets.”360  Unfortunately, Pentiuc’s 

proposed meaning does not match the description of the mašˀartu’s activities and status 

as described in the texts from Emar.361  Nowhere in the ritual texts from Emar does the 

mašˀartu serve food and, as mentioned above, the mašˀartu-priestess and the entu-

priestess enjoyed similar status.  The mismatch between Pentiuc’s proposed etymology 

and the realia of cultic life at Emar should prompt a reexamination of the linguistic 

evidence for the meaning of mašˀartu.  

 Although Pentiuc’s analysis of Emarite orthography is undoubtedly correct, I 

argue that Akkadian šaˀāru and Arabic ṯaǵara are not actually cognate.  Arabic ṯaǵara 

does not mean simply ‘to break’ as Pentiuc states, but rather to ‘break down a wall’ and, 

conversely, ‘to bar, barricade’.362  This seemingly contradictory combination of meanings 

suggests ṯaǵara derives from the noun ṯaǵr ‘door’ since building a door entails both 

making a hole in a wall and then blocking the hole.  Syriac təraˤ ‘to break through’ and 

Jewish Palestinian Aramaic trˤ ‘to breach, break’, both from the Aramaic cognate of ṯaǵr, 

provide good parallels to this derivational process.  Even if ṯaǵara does not ultimately 

come from ṯaǵr, as I argue is likely, ṯaǵara is too semantically remote from šaˀāru to be 

                                                
360 Pentiuc, “West Semitic Terms,” 96. 
361 Likewise, Daniel Arnaud, Textes syriens de l’âge du Bronze recent, (Aula Orientalis 
Supplementa 1; Barcelona: AUSA, 1991), 11, suggests that the mašˀartu (< Semitic 
*śaˤru ‘hair’) was a priestess with long, flowing hair; this suggestion does not enjoy any 
support from the texts either.   
362 William Edward Lane, Maddu-l-Kamoos.  An Arabic-English Dictionary, (8 vols.; 
London: Williams & Norgate, 1863-1893), 1:338.     
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considered a plausible cognate.  Unlike šaˀāru ‘to conquer’, it refers to a specific physical 

action.  Such a semantic divergence suggests that Akkadian šaˀāru and Arabic ṯaǵara are 

not cognate, which, in turn, means that mašˀartu can derive from šaˀāru.   

 The semantics of the title mašˀartu also require clarification.  Although Fleming 

translates šaˀāru as ‘to conquer’ in his discussion of the mašˀartu, the primary meaning of 

this verb is ‘to be victorious’.363  This verb frequently occurs in collocation with the noun 

tāḫāzu ‘battle’ in the expression in tāḫāzim išâr ‘he won a battle’ (literally, ‘he was 

victorious in battle’).364  Because the mašˀartu served Aštart of Battle (Aštart ša tāḫāzi), 

whose very name contains the second element of this collocation, it seems likely that the 

title mašˀartu derives from the primary meaning of the verb šaˀāru ‘to be victorious’ and 

means something like ‘Victoria’.  This meaning also fits the political and military 

situation at Late Bronze Age Emar better than the meaning ‘conqueror’.  As the 

easternmost defensive outpost of the Hittite empire, Emar was not in a position to 

conquer neighboring polities.  It was, however, equipped to defend the interests of the 

Hittite empire against Assyrian and Babylonian incursions and in defensive wars victory, 

not conquest, is the ultimate goal. As the priestess of Aštart of Battle (Aštart ša tāḫāzi), 

the mašˀartu seems to have embodied victory in battle.365    

 The mašˀartu was not the only religious official to serve a form of Aštart at Emar.  

Emar 276, a fragmentary inventory of cultic equipment from the M1 temple, records “the 
                                                
363 Fleming, The Installation, 99.   
364 CAD Š, 2.   
365 If Regine Pruszinszky, Die Personnenamen der Text aus Emar (Studies on the 
Civilization and Culture of Nuzi and the Hurrians 13; Bethesda: CDL Press, 2003) 117, is 
correct in interpreting the personal name Aš-tár-tu-li-it (Emar 36:13, 65:39, 78:17, 19) as 
‘Aštart is victory’, this personal name may also support my argument.   
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weapon of the entu of Aštar(t)” (1 GIŠ!.TUKUL NIN.DINGIR ša dIš8-tár).  The text does not 

mention which form of Aštart the entu of Aštart served, but given that she carried a 

weapon she most likely served Aštart of Battle.366  Emar 460, a record of offerings for 

Aštart of Battle, mentions “the consecration of the priest of Aštart of Battle” (qa-du-šu ša 

LÚ.SANGA ša <d>INANNA ta-ḫa-zi).  The same term appears in line two of the Installation 

Ritual for the mašˀartu to describe the consecration of the mašˀartu for service to Aštart 

of Battle (i-na u4-m]i qa-ad-du-ši[); Emar 460 may thus allude to a third installation 

performed at Emar.  Unfortunately, Emar 460 provides little information about this 

religious official. What was his relationship to the mašˀartu?  Did he play a role in her 

installation ritual?  What was his role in the cult?  We may never know.  It is also unclear 

whether the other forms of Aštart at Emar had their own ritual specialists.  

 The cult of Aštart of Battle reflects the daily routines of soldiers at Emar in 

several ways. Although this form of Aštart seems to have developed in situ as a result of 

changes in the complex of daily routines practiced at Emar, there is a remote possibility 

that she goes back to Anatolian antecedents and represents a direct borrowing.  Two Late 

Bronze Age Hittite texts from Asia Minor (KUB XV 20 III 4 and MIO 9.214) briefly 

mention dIš8-tár MÈ “Ištar of Battle” in connection with Kizzuwatna, a region in 

southeastern Anatolia.367 Unfortunately, not much else is known about this goddess or her 

                                                
366 Line 6 of this text may mention the mašˀartu, which would provide further evidence 
for associating the entu of Aštart with Aštart of Battle, but only the ar sign and part of the 
ti sign are preserved.  It is also possible that the form Aštart without identifying epithets 
always referred to Aštart of Battle.  In the installation ritual for the mašˀartu, the name 
dIš8-tár without any identifying epithets refers to Aštart of Battle.   
367 For an overview of these texts see Ilse Wegner, Gesalt und Kult der Ištar-Šawuška in 
Kleinasien (AOAT 36; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1981), 33. 
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connection to Aštart of Battle.  In the absence of compelling evidence connecting the two 

goddesses, I suggest that they represent parallel developments.  

 Given the prominence of Aštart of Battle in the textual record, she most likely had 

a temple somewhere in the city of Emar.  The most promising candidate is the second 

building in Chantier E, but the case for this identification relies on problematic 

assumptions about Aštart at Emar.  Daniel Arnaud and Jean-Claude Margueron have 

identified the first building in this locus as the temple of Baal on the basis of Emar 45 and 

52, both of which stem from this building.368  Emar 45 lists the weapons of Baal 

(GIŠ.TUKUL.MEŠ ša dIŠKUR), while Emar 52 records men who received a bow in the 

temple of Baal (LÚ!.MEŠ ša GIŠ.PAN a-na É dIŠKUR il-[qu]).369  The second Chantier E 

building has the same layout as the first and thus is likely to be a temple as well.370 

Unfortunately, however, the texts uncovered in the second building offer little help in 

identifying its divine inhabitant or inhabitants.  The textual evidence from this locus 

                                                
368 Jean-Claude Margueron, “Rapport préliminaire sur les deux premières,” 77; “Les 
fouilles françaises,” 208; Daniel Arnaud, “Catalogue des textes cunéiforms trouvés au 
cours des trois premières campagnes à Meskéné qadimé Ouest (Chantiers A, C, E, et 
trouvaille de surface),” AAAS 25 (1975): 92; “Les textes d’Emar et la chronologie de la 
fin du Bronze Récent,” Syria 52 (1975):  90.   
369 The emphasis on the cult of Baal in the Chantier E1 archive following the Hittite 
conquest of Emar may also reflect the shift in political organization at Emar and the new 
focus on the daily routines of soldiers it entailed.  Emar 52, in particular, could refer to 
the commissioning of soldiers.   
370 Sakal, “Der spätbronzezeitliche Tempelkomplex,” 87, points out, however, that the 
two buildings did not share a single processional way as Margueron, “Quatre 
campagnes,” 69, assumed.    



 145 

consists of four lists of proper names (Emar 64-67) and a short and fragmentary docket 

(Emar 63), none of which mention the occupant of the building.371  

 In the absence of textual evidence, scholars have resorted to other means to 

identify the inhabitant of the second Chantier E temple.  Margueron identifies this 

building as the temple of Aštart based on the supposed pairing of Baal and Aštart at Emar 

and throughout the ancient Near East.372  Arnaud is more cautious about the relationship 

between Baal and Aštart at Emar, but ultimately agrees with Margueron’s 

identification.373  Fleming also agrees with Margueron and offers evidence from both 

Emar and the ancient Near East to support the claim that Baal and Aštart were consorts at 

Emar. He points out, for example, that they are the only two deities whose priestesses 

received installation rituals and that the personal names Zū-Baˤla and Zū-Aštarti are 

extremely popular at the site compared to other personal names of the form Zū-DN.  

According to him, the popularity of these similar names reflects the pairing of Baal and 

Aštart in the religious sphere.374  Fleming also cites evidence for the pairing of Baˤl and 

Aštart from Ugarit, the Elkunirša myth, the Egyptian myth known as “the Contending of 

Seth and Horus,” the divine name Bolastar from Palmyra, and Philo’s Phoenician 

History, all of which reflect a supposedly “Western” pantheon.375   He ultimately 

                                                
371 Emar 63 does record payment to the bearer of a cult statue (LÚ  wa-bíl i-[la-i]) and a 
sacrificer-priest (LÚ za-bi-ḫ[u]), which supports the identification of the second Chantier 
E building as a temple. 
372 Margueron, “Rapport préliminaire,” 77.   
373 Arnaud, “Catalogue des textes,” 92.  
374 Fleming, The Installation, 218. Sakal, “Der spätbronzezeitliche Tempelkomplex,” 79, 
by contrast, argues that it is unclear who the divine occupant of the second Chantier E 
temple was. 
375 Ibid., 219-220. 



 146 

concludes that the pairing of Baal and Aštart at Emar reflects Western and specifically 

Ugaritic models and suggests that the Hittites purposely introduced the pairing of Baal 

and Aštart to help reorient Emar towards the West and away from the Assyrians and 

Babylonians.376     

 Fleming’s arguments for the pairing of Baal and Aštart at Emar prove problematic 

under closer scrutiny. The popularity of the names Zū-Baˤla and Zū-Aštarti merely 

indicates that Baal and Aštart were an important part of the Late Bronze Age onomastic 

tradition at Emar and suggests, perhaps, that they were popular deities during this time.377  

It need not suggest that they were paired.  The fact that only Baal and Aštart’s ritual 

specialists undergo installation rituals does not imply anything about the relationship of 

these deities either.  The absence of additional installation rituals in the textual record 

from Emar could be an accident of preservation, especially since Emar 460 alludes to an 

otherwise unattested installation ritual for a third ritual specialist.  Furthermore, the 

installation rituals themselves speak against a relationship between Baal and Aštart.  In 

the installation ritual for Baal’s high priestess, Baal is paired with Ḫebat, not Aštart.  He 

is also paired with Ḫebat in Emar 378:4, a list of gods and their consorts, which includes 

Baal and Ḫebat (dIM ù dḪe-ba-at).  

 Fleming’s comparative evidence also proves problematic.  As I will demonstrate 

in the following chapter, the Ugaritic texts provide little evidence for treating Baal and 

Athtart as a divine couple.  Mark S. Smith cites KTU 1.92 as a possible reference to a 
                                                
376 Ibid., 220.   
377 The frequency of a given divine name in personal names is not always a good 
indicator of the deity’s overall popularity.  Aštart, for example, appears frequently in 
Phoenician and Punic texts, but almost never appears as part of a personal name. 
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sexual relationship between Baal and Athtart, but the text itself is not explicit on the 

matter.378  The verso of this text describes Athtart’s hunting expedition to the steppe land; 

the recto then describes an encounter between Baal and another character whose name is 

lost in a lacuna in the text.  According to line 26’ “Baal desires him/her/it” (bˤl yḥmdnh), 

but it is unclear to whom or what the suffix on yḥmdnh refers.   

 The Elkunirša myth, a Northwest Semitic myth translated into Hittite, offers little 

support for Fleming’s theory.379  With the exception of Elkunirša and his wife, the text of 

the Elkunirša myth refers to the divine characters of the story using logograms.  

According to Fleming, Baal and Aštart hide behind the logograms dIM and dIŠTAR, yet the 

Elkunirša myth does not refer to these deities as consorts.380  And, even if it did, the 

logogram dIŠTAR most likely disguises the name of Anat, not Aštart.  As Harry A. 

Hoffner, Jr. points out, dIŠTAR transforms into a bird at a crucial point in the story, just as 

Anat does in KTU 1.10.2:10-11, and so dIŠTAR most likely represents Anat.381   

 Fleming claims that the Palmyrene divine name Bolastar reflects a fusion of the 

divine couple Baal and Aštar(t) at some point in the prehistory of Palmyrene religion.382  

This name, however, does not unequivocally support Fleming’s argument.  Bolastar 

could just as easily represent a fusion of two similar male deities like the Phoenician 

                                                
378 Smith, Poetic Heroes, 197; “ˤAthtart,” 59-60. 
379 For the text of this myth see Harry A. Hoffner, Jr., Hittite Myths (2nd ed.; SBL 
Writings from the Ancient World; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998), 90-92.     
380 Fleming, The Installation, 219.   
381 Hoffner, Hittite Myths, 88, also attributes the scene depicting dIŠTAR becoming a cup 
in Elkunirša’s hands to a misinterpretation of the homophonous Semitic words kōs ‘a 
type of cup’ and kōs ‘a type of owl’ on the part of the text’s translator. 
382 Fleming, The Installation, 220.   
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bipartite divine name ˀšmn-mlqrt attested at Kition.383 Or perhaps it could reflect the 

fusion of an originally masculine bipartite divine title, like Baalshamen, rather than a 

combination of a paired male and female deity.384  Even if Bolastar does represent a 

fusion of Baal and Aštar(t), it does not necessarily imply a consort relationship between 

these deities. As Paolo Xella points out in his discussion of “double” divine names in 

Phoenician, such names often consist of deities sharing a familial relationship (e.g., 

Ḫebat-Šarruma, a fusion of Ḫebat and her son Šarruma) or fulfilling similar roles (e.g., 

ˀšmn-mlqrt).385  Thus, the name Bolastar could indicate that Baal and Aštar(t) were 

thought to be related by blood in prehistoric Palymerene religion or that they fulfilled 

similar functions.  And without further evidence, it is impossible to tell which 

interpretation is more likely.386     

 The Egyptian evidence that Fleming cites does not provide a strong foundation for 

understanding the relationship between Baal and Aštart at Emar either.  As I have shown 

in the preceding chapter, the “Contending of Seth and Horus” reflects one of several 
                                                
383 For this divine name see Maria Giulia Amadasi Guzzo and Vassos Karageorghis, 
Fouilles de Kition III. Inscriptions phéniciennes (Nicosie, Zavallis Press, 1977), III A 3; 
A 5B; A 10-15; A 25.  
384 If Aštar retained its Pre-Proto-Semitic meaning in Palmyrene, then Bolastar would 
mean ‘lord of the star’, which would find a close parallel in Baalshamen ‘lord of heaven’. 
385 Paolo Xella,“‘Divinités doubles’ dans le monde phénico-punique,” Semitica 39 
(1990): 172-73. 
386 The Ugaritic and Phoenician divine name mlkˤṯtrt / mlkˤštrt does not provide a good 
parallel to Fleming’s interpretation of Bolastar.  Dennis Pardee, “A New Datum for the 
Meaing of the Divine Name Milkashtart,” in Ascribe to the Lord: Biblical and Other 
Studies in Memory of Peter C. Craigie, eds. Lyle Eslinger and Geln Taylor (JSOTSupp 
67; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1988), 55-68, has shown that mlkˤṯtrt reflects a 
combination of a divine name, mlk, and a geographic name, ˤṯtrt, meaning ‘Milk of 
ˤAthtarot’. ˤAthtarot is most likely the Transjordanian city mentioned in the the Hebrew 
Bible (e.g., Deut1:4), the Ugaritic texts (KTU 1.108:2),  and the Amarna Letters (EA 
197:10; 256:21). 
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attempts to integrate Athtart into the Egyptian pantheon by pairing her with a male 

Egyptian deity.  In the “Astarte” Papyrus, Athtart is paired with Ptah, while in Papyrus 

Chester Beatty I, 3:4 she is depicted as the daughter of Re.  Such pairings do not 

necessarily reflect Semitic models and therefore cannot be used uncritically to reconstruct 

the relationships of Athtart to other Semitics deities.  

 Of all the texts that Fleming cites, Philo’s Phoenician History—a Greek 

translation of a Phoenician cosmogony—provides the most convincing evidence for 

treating Baal and Aštart as consorts.387  Toward the end of the history, Philo remarks that 

“Greatest Astarte and Zeus called both Demarous [=Dimrānu] and Adodas [= Hadad], 

king of the gods were ruling over the land with the consent of Kronos” (Ἀστάρτη δὲ ἡ 

µεγίστη καὶ Ζεὺς Δηµαροῦς καὶ Ἄδωδος βασιλεὺς θεῶν ἐβασίλευον τῆς χώρας Κρόνου 

γνώµῃ; Praeparatio Evangelica 1.10:31).  This period of joint rule could potentially 

indicate that Astarte (=Athtart) and Zeus (= Baal) were consorts, but the text does not 

explicitly state that Astarte and Zeus Adodas were married or had a sexual relationship.  

The text does, however, explicitly identify Astarte as the wife of Kronos: “Some time 

later, while Ouranos was in exile, he secretly sent his maiden daughter Astarte together 

with two other sisters of hers, Rhea and Dione, to kill Kronos by stealth.  Kronos, 

however, caught the lasses and made the sisters his wives” (Χρόνου δὲ προιόντος 

Ὀὐρανὸς ἐν φυγῇ τυγχάνων θυγατέρα αὐτοῦ παρθένον Άστάρτην µεθ᾿ ἑτέρων ἀδελφῶν 

αὐτῆς δύο, Ῥέας καὶ Διώνης, δόλῳ τὸν Κρόνον ἀνελεῖν ὑποπέµπει · ἃς καὶ ἑλὼν ὁ 
                                                
387 For this text see Harold W. Attridge and Robert A. Oden, Jr., The Phoenician History: 
Introduction,Critical Text, Translation, Notes (CBQMS 9; Washington, DC: The 
Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1981); and Albert I. Baumgarten, The 
Phoenician History of Philo of Byblos: A Commentary (Leiden: Brill, 1981). 
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Κρόνος κουριδίας γαµετὰς ἀδελφὰς οὔσας ἐποιήσατο; Praeparatio Evangelica 1.10:22-

23).      

 Fleming does not mention one piece of Emarite evidence that hints a connection 

between Baal and some form of Aštart at Emar: he does not cite Emar 383, a sacrificial 

list that mentions “Aštart of the Temple of Baal” (dINANNA É dIŠKUR-ma).388  Although 

nothing else is known about this form of Aštart, her title indicates that she resided in or 

was at least associated with Baal’s temple.389  It does not, however, necessarily imply that 

she was Baal’s consort.  She could be his unmarried sister, or fellow warrior as in the 

Ugaritic Baal Cycle (KTU 1.2.4:28).390  

 Emar 43:1 from the first Chantier E temple furnishes another potential connection 

between Baal and a form or forms of Aštart at Emar.  This text records the treasures (šu-

kut-ti) of Aštart of the City (dINANNA URU.KI) and Aštar of the Stars (Aš-tar MUL) and 

bears the seal of the junior diviner Kāpī-Dagan. The presence of this tablet in Baal’s 

temple suggests that the cultic objects of these goddesses were stored in or near the first 

Chantier E temple.  This situation, in turn, means that Baal’s temple either served as a 

depot for other deities, who may not have had storage space in their own temples, or that 

Aštart of the City and/or Aštar of the Stars could be worshipped in Baal’s temple.  Still, 

this text does not imply a consort relationship between Baal and either Aštart of the City 

or Aštar of the Stars.  And it certainly does not indicate a relationship between Baal and 

Aštart of Battle.    
                                                
388 It is unclear whether “Aštart of the Temple of Baal” was identical with one of the 
other forms of Aštart at Emar.    
389 This is the only text from Emar to associate Baal and Aštart directly.   
390 In the following chapter, I will offer a revised interpretation of this important passage. 
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 Aštart of Battle was not the only new form of Aštart to develop following the 

Hittite conquest of Emar and its attendant cultural changes.  At least two other forms of 

Aštart rose to prominence during this time period: Aštart of the šu-bi and Aštart of the a-

bi.  Both of these goddesses appear in the Long Zukru text (Emar 373), which contains 

three lists of deities provisioned by the king.  These lists follow a descending hierarchy.  

The deities in the first list receive the largest offerings, the deities in the second list 

receive a smaller portion, and the deities in the third list receive the smallest offerings.  

This arrangement allows us to determine the relative importance of these different forms 

of Aštart from the perspective of the king and palace by the amount of offerings that they 

receive and the other deities with whom they appear.  Aštart of the šu-bi as well as three 

additional forms of Aštart whose epithets are effaced belong to the first tier.  She receives 

“one calf and ten pure lambs, one gallon and one quart of (barley)-mash bread, one quart 

barley bread, one flagon, and one bowl from the palace” like other important palatial 

deities such as Bēlet-ekalli (NIN.É.GAL-l[i; literally, “the lady of the palace”), the moon-

god of the Palace (d30 ša É.GA[L-li), and Dagan of the Palace (dKUR ša É.GA[L-li).  Aštart 

of the a-bi belongs to the second tier of deities along with an additional form of Aštart 

whose epithet falls into a lacuna in the text and Aštar.  They receive “five lambs from the 

king, one quart of (barley-)mash bread, one quart of barley bread, and [one flagon—

provided by the palace].”391  The otherwise unknown Aštart Lady of Ani (?) occupies the 

                                                
391 Aštart of Battle does not appear in any of the lists from the Long Zukru text in its 
current state either.  Perhaps she lurks behind one of the four forms of Aštart whose 
epithets have become effaced.  Or perhaps dIš8-tár LÚ ta-ḫa-zi from line 15, which 
Fleming translates as Aštart of the Warrior, is an erudite spelling of dIš8-tár ša ta-ḫa-zi 
‘Aštart of battle’ as suggested in footnote 28. 
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third tier of the divine hierarchy articulated in the Long Zukru text, receiving only “two 

lambs <provided by> the king; one quart of (barley-)mash bread, one quart of barley 

bread, one jar—[provided by the palace].”   

 Judging from her appearance among the top tier of gods in the Long Zukru text, 

Aštart of the šu-bi seems to have been an important goddess at Emar.392 Unlike Aštart of 

Battle, however, her connection to the daily routines of Emar’s inhabitants is unclear, due 

in part to the difficulty of interpreting her title. Arnaud translates šubi as “retour” [return], 

suggesting a connection to the West Semitic root ṯwb ‘to return’.393  Such an abstract 

meaning is inappropriate for a divine epithet, however.  Pentiuc suggests a relationship 

between šubi and the Hittite adjective šuppi ‘holy’, but notes that ša does not normally 

intervene between a head noun and an attributive adjective.394  More plausibly, Flemming 

proposes a connection to the Semitic root ḥrm based on the Ugaritic version of the 

standard polyglot vocabulary series Sa  (Ugaritica V 137 ii 40, 42).395  In this text, the 

Hurrian word šu-bi is equated with Ugaritic ḫa-ri-mu396 /ḥarīmu/397 in syllabic 

transcription, which John Huehnergard derives from the root ḥrm.398  This root originally 

meant ‘to separate’, as in Akkadian, but came to mean ‘to be sacred’ or ‘to be forbidden’ 

                                                
392 She is the third most popular form of Aštart at Emar based on total number of 
appearances, after Aštart of Battle and Aštart of the ancestors 
393 Emar VI/ 3, 269, 360, 432. 
394 Pentiuc, West Semitic Vocabulary, 173, 
395 Fleming, Time at Emar, 181-82.   
396 In syllabic transcription, ḥ is normally rendered by the cuneiform Ḫ-signs according to 
John Huehnergard, Ugaritic Vocabulary in Syllabic Transcription (Rev. ed.; HSS 32; 
Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2008), 201.   
397 ḥrm is unattested in alphabetic Ugaritic texts and its exact meaning is unknown. 
398  Huehnergard, Ugaritic Vocabulary, 40-41, 89.  
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in the various West Semitic languages.399  In Hebrew, Moabite, and Sabaic, the root ḥrm 

underwent further semantic development and came to indicate the practice of sacral 

warfare.  The nominal form refers to an act of war consecrated to a deity by the 

destruction of captured people and goods.400  In these languages, however, the root ḥrm 

always appears in the context of conquest and offensive warfare.401  Based on the 

semantic range of the root ḥrm in West Semitic then, Aštart of the šu-bi should mean 

something like “Aštart of the sacred area” or, perhaps, “Aštart of sacral warfare.”402  

Given the emphasis on defensive, rather than offensive, warfare at Emar, it seems 

unlikley that šu-bi referred to the act of sacral warfare.  More likely, šu-bi refers to a 

sacred precinct or area within Emar, constructed perhaps by the Hittites.  Such a 

hypothesis would fit the probable Hurrian derivation of šu-bi, since Hurrian was a 

commonly spoken language in the Hittite empire.403  It would also fit the fact that Aštart 

                                                
399 Ibid., 89, suggests that the missing Akkadian equivalent should be šulputu 
‘desecrated’ based on the other versions of the polyglot vocabulary. This parallel would 
fit the posited semantic range of ḥarīmu.   
400 For an overview of sacral war traditions in the Levant and Arabian Peninsula see 
Lauren A. S. Monroe, “Israelite, Moabite and Sabaean War-ḥērem Traditions and the 
Forging of National Identity: Reconsidering the Sabaean Text RES 3945 in Light of 
Biblical and Moabite Evidence,” VT 57 (2007): 318-41.   
401 The root ḥrm appears frequently in the books of Numbers, Deuteronomy, and Joshua 
to describe the Israelites’ conquest of Canaan (e.g., Josh 10:40 “And Joshua defeated the 
entire land—the hill country, the Negeb, the Shephelah, and the slopes—and their kings.  
He did not leave a survivor.  All that breathed he devoted to destruction [heḥĕrîm] just as 
Yahweh, the god of Israel commanded”), and in lines 16-17 of the Moabite stone, where 
Mesha dedicates the town of Nebo (hḥrmth) to slaughter on behalf of the deity Aštar-
Chemosh. 
402 Fleming, Time at Emar, 181-82, only treats the second possibility in his discussion of 
this epithet. 
403 Note, however, that šu-bi does not appear in any of the Hurrian texts from Emar 
according to Mirjo Salvini, Les textes hourrites de Meskéné/Emar. II. Thesaurus 
(Analecta Orientalia 57; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 2015), 146.  Thomas Richter, 
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of the šu-bi first rose to prominence after the Hittite conquest and transformation of the 

city.     

 Like Aštart of the šu-bi, Aštart of the a-bi seems to be a relative newcomer to the 

official pantheon of Emar.  She does not appear in the Short Zukru text or the Ritual Text 

for Six Months, both of which reflect the religious situation at Emar before the Hittite 

conquest of the city.  And, like Aštart of the šu-bi, the role of Aštart of the a-bi in the 

religious life of Late Bronze Age Emar and her connection to the daily routines of Emar’s 

inhabitants is unclear.  Part of this uncertainty stems from her epithet, which is 

susceptible to multiple interpretations.   a-bi could be the Sumerian word for ‘sea’ a-ab-

ba, a pit used for communication with the underworld a-bu-u (genitive a-bi-i),404 or the 

genitive plural of Akkadian abu ‘father’.405  The first interpretation lacks textual support 

from Emar.  Although Aštart of the a-bi is paired with the sea god Yamm (dya-a-mi) in 

the Long Zukru text (Emar 373:102), such a pairing does not provide linguistic evidence 

for the meaning of her epithet.406  The remaining interpretations suggest a connection 

                                                                                                                                            
Bibliographisches Glossar des Hurritischen (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2012), 417, 
records the presence of this term in other Hurrian texts, none of which help establish the 
meaning of šu-bi from context. 
404 In Old Assyrian, an apu was a hole in the ground for offerings directed to the 
underworld (KAR 146 rev. 1-2). In an Old Babylonian text from Sippar food is placed “at 
the entrance to the abu” during the month of Abu (YOS 12 345).  Both of these texts can 
be found in Mark Cohen, The Cultic Calendars of the Ancient Near East (Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1993), 261.  In addition, several texts from Emar 
mention these ritual sites, such as Emar 452:32-33.     
405 For an overview of these different possibilities see Juan Oliva, “Ashtarte (ša) abi of 
Emar: A Basic Approach,” N.A.B.U. 1993 no. 1 (1993): 79.     
406 The pairing of Aštart of the ancestors and Yamm in the Long Zukru text has led Noga 
Ayali-Darshan and W. G. Lambert to suggest that Athtart and the sea god were consorts 
in the ancient Near East in “‘The Bride of the Sea’,” 19-33, and “The Pantheon of Mari,” 
536-37, respectively.  In support of this argument, they cite the “Astarte” papyrus and the 
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between Aštart of the a-bi and funerary ritual, although each one offers a different 

nuance.  The first interpretation suggests that Aštart of the a-bi oversaw or perhaps even 

facilitated communication between the living and the dead through the medium of the 

abu pit; the second associates Aštart with the deceased ancestors.      

 Fleming offers a compromise interpretation of the epithet a-bi.  He argues that a-

bi represents the plural of the Akkadian word for ‘father’ (abu, pl. abbū) based on the 

spelling of abi as ab-bi in a contract that was signed at the gate of Aštart of the a-bi ([i-na 

KÁ-bi dA]š-tar-ti ša ab-bi) (Emar 153:2).407  Fleming’s derivation of a-bi from ‘father’ 

also preserves the connection between Aštart of the a-bi, the abû-pits at Emar, and the 

month of Abî.  The abû-pits, after all, facilitated communication between the living and 

the dead, which would naturally include one’s ancestors.  Furthermore, both the term abû 

‘ritual pit’ and the month name Abî may be a nisbe forms of the Semitic word for father 

abu, the same word that occurs in the epithet Aštart of the a-bi.  Because of this 

connection, Fleming argues that Aštart of the a-bi means Aštart of Ancestors and that she 

was the patron of the abû-pits and the month of Abî.408 Emar 274, an inventory of cultic 

goods from the M1 Temple, offers further support for Fleming’s etymology of a-bi.  In 

this text, the name Aštart of the Ancestors is spelled [dIš8-t]ár a-ba-ú where a-ba-ú could 
                                                                                                                                            
“Tale of Two Brothers.”  Yet neither of these texts provides good evidence for treating 
Aštart and Yamm as a divine couple.  Although the Ennead most likely gives Athtart in 
marriage to Yamm in the “Astarte” papyrus to appease his violent temper—the text is 
fragmentary at this point—they do so as a last resort.  Judging from the remains of the 
text, she probably ceased to be Yamm’s wife after Seth (=Baal) defeats the tumultuous 
sea god.  The “Tale of Two Brothers,” on the other hand, does not mention Athtart at all.   
For further arguments against Ayali-Darshan and Lambert see Smith, “‘Athtart,” 66-68. 
407 Fleming, Time at Emar, 186-87.  The term for ritual pit is spelled consistently with a 
single b at Emar and elsewhere unlike Aštart of the a-bi’s title.  
408 Fleming, Time at Emar, 181, 186-87.   
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represent abāˀū, a broken plural of abu similar to Classical Arabic ˀabāˀ.  This spelling 

could be the native Emarite plural of abu, as opposed to the Akkadian plural abbū used in 

most forms of Aštart of the Ancestors at Emar.   

 Although Aštart of the a-bi most likely means Aštart of the Ancestors, it is 

unclear just whose ancestors she was supposed to represent.  This form of Aštart appears 

in eight different texts at Emar, of which only the Long Zukru Text (Emar 373) and the 

Ritual Text for the Month of Abî (Emar 452) provide any additional information about 

this goddess. In the Ritual Text for the Month of Abî (Emar 452:3-17), the rituals for 

Aštart of the Ancestors bracket the offerings for the other forms of Aštart mentioned in 

the text.  In the Long Zukru text (Emar 373:102), Aštart of the Ancestors appears in a list 

of deities receiving offerings from the king, alongside at least four civic or palatial 

deities: Išḫara Lady of the City (dIš-ḫa-ra GAŠAN URU.KI), Išḫara of the King (dIš-ḫa-ra ša 

LUGAL), …nana of the Palace (dx-na-na ša É.GAL-lì), and …nana of the City (x-na-na ša 

URU.KI)].  The appearance of Aštart of the Ancestors alongside these deities suggests that 

she was associated with the king and may have represented his dynastic ancestors.  If this 

is the case, then she may have been connected to the daily routine of kingship at Emar.  

  

VI. The Coexistence of Agricultural and Urban Forms of Aštart 
 

 Even as new forms of Aštart developed, older forms of Aštart corresponding to 

agricultural routines survived and continued to appear in text and ritual alongside newer 

forms of Aštart associated with the daily routines of urban life.  The Ritual Text for the 
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Month of Abî (Emar 452) illustrates this phenomenon well.  As mentioned above, the 

main core of rituals for the month of Marzaḫāni contained in the Ritual Text for Six 

Months (Emar 446) parallel those found in the Ritual Text for the Month of Abî.  On the 

16th day of the month, the inhabitants of Emar took part in a procession to or from the 

communal storehouse with Aštar-ṣarba and mounted a hunt for or on behalf of Aštart.  

Yet the Ritual Text for the Month of Abî mentions three additional forms of Aštart not 

found in the earlier text, including Aštart of the Ancestors and Aštart of the šubi, who 

were associated with urban routines.409  The rituals for these forms of Aštart appear 

immediately before the procession for Aštar-ṣarba and the hunt of Aštart on the 16th day 

of the month.  Most likely, the rituals for these forms of Aštart were associated with the 

month of Abî because the month was already dedicated to other rituals for Aštart.  The 

addition of rituals for Aštart of the Ancestors, in turn, may have necessitated a change in 

month name from the earlier Marzaḫāni to Abî.   

 The Long Zukru text may also mix older and newer forms of Aštart.  Although 

Aštart does not appear in the short and archaic Zukru text (Emar 375), which focuses 

primarily on Dagan, many different forms of Aštart appear in the Long Zukru text (Emar 

373), including Aštart of the Warrior (dIš8-tár LÚ ta-ḫa-zi),410 Aštart of the šu-bi 

(dINANNA ša š[u?-bi?]), Aštart of the Ancestors (dINANNA ša a-bi), Aštart of the Harvest 

                                                
409 Aštart of the Lightning Bolts (⎡d⎤Iš8-tár ša bi-ri-qá-ti) is the third form of Aštart 
attested in the text.  Unfortunately, it is unclear what role this goddess played at Emar.     
410 As mentioned in footnote 34, dIš8-tár LÚ ta-ḫa-zi ‘Aštart of the Warrior’ could be an 
erudite spelling of dIš8-tár ša ta-ḫa-zi ‘Aštart of Battle’.   
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(d[IN]ANNA ša tu?-ri-ši), Aštart Lady of Ani(?) (dINANNA GAŠAN A?-[x]-⎡ni?⎤, 411 as well as 

five additional forms of Aštart whose epithets are effaced (lines 92-94, 104, 119).412  All 

of these forms of Aštart occur in a series of three lists of deities provisioned by the king 

before the procession with Dagan to the upright stones outside the city.  These lists do not 

appear in the Short Zukru text and thus are likely to be additions made by the diviner 

after the Hittite conquest of the city.  If, as I have suggested above, d[IN]ANNA ša tu?-ri-ši 

is actually Aštart of the Harvest, then the Long Zukru text also contains offerings for both 

urban and agricultural forms of Aštart and reflects the continuing importance of 

agricultural routines in the face of urbanization.       

  

VII. Summary and Conclusion 
 

 The evidence from Emar illustrates the importance of daily routines for studying 

the transmission of deities from both local and intercultural perspectives.  I have argued 

that the oldest texts from Emar only mention agricultural forms of Aštart, who were 

associated with the daily routines of local village life, such as threshing and hunting.  

Aštar-ṣarba and the hunt of Aštart, in particular, reflect the practices of everyday life in 

an agricultural village.  During the late Bronze Age, Hittite forces captured Emar and 

rebuilt it from the ground up as a fortified, urban outpost against Assyria and Babylon.  

                                                
411 Aštart lady of Ani(?) is only mentioned here.  But as Fleming, Time at Emar, 72, 
points out, it is not surprising that several deities only appear in the Long Zukru since the 
king sponsored the feasts during the Zukru ritual and may have worshipped palatial 
deities not mentioned in the other texts.   
412 The three lists never repeat any deities, so the four Aštart’s whose epithets are missing 
most likely represent distinct forms of Aštart.   
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The ensuing changes in civic organization and international outlook gave rise to a new 

complex of daily routines focusing primarily on military preparedness, but also 

encompassing monumental religious architecture, and kingship.  These changes gave rise 

to new forms of Aštart, who appear solely in the most recent texts.  The three most 

popular forms of Aštart from the Late Bronze Age were Aštart of Battle, who was 

associated with military preparation and the daily routines of soldiers; Aštart of the šu-bi 

who may have been associated with a new sacred precinct in the city; and Aštart of the 

Ancestors, who may have been associated with the daily routines of kingship.  At the 

same time, however, the most recent texts from Emar continue to refer to agricultural 

forms of Aštart due to continued necessity of practicing of agriculture at Emar.  

 The case of Aštart at Emar represents an important counterpoint to the case of 

Athtart in Egypt in terms of the interaction between cultural contact and daily routines.  

In Egypt, an influx of Semitic-speaking peoples from the Levant and Syria led certain 

Egyptians to adopt specific forms of Athtart, such as Equestrian Athtart and Syrian 

Athtar, who were associated with the daily routines of these immigrant populations.  At 

Emar, by contrast, the Hittite conquest of the city led to the development of a new 

complex of daily routines at the local level, which, in turn, gave rise to new forms of 

Aštart, such as Aštart of Battle and Aštart of the Ancestors.  This contrast shows that 

daily routines not only affect the direct transmission of deities but also constitute a 

catalyst for the development of new deities as the result of cultural contact.  
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VIII. Excursus: Other forms of Aštart at Emar 
 

 At least twelve other forms of Aštart are attested at Emar.  In this section, I will 

provide a brief overview of what can be conjectured about some of these goddesses and 

what daily routines they may have been associated with.  Many of the other forms of 

Aštart attested at Emar are associated with the features of the landscape around Emar, 

such as Aštar of Mt. Ṣuparatu,413 Aštart of the Springs, Aštart Lady of the Springs, 414 

Aštart of the Mountain,415 and Aštart of the Riverbank.  Other forms, like Aštar of Ḫaši, 

Aštart Lady of Ani(?), and perhaps Aštart of Zarma(?), seem to be local manifestations of 

Aštart tied to a particular city or region.  Unfortunately, most of these forms of Aštart 

only appear one or two times in the texts from Emar, often in lists or otherwise 

uninformative contexts.  Only in a few cases can we hazard a guess as to which daily 

routines these forms of Aštart correspond. 

 Aštart of the Warrior (dIš8-tár LÚ ta-ḫa-zi) appears only once in the texts from 

Emar, in the Long Zukru ritual (Emar 373:15).  She does not appear in any of the three 

lists of deities provisioned by the king in their current state of preservation, but she does 

receive a sheep from the king at the beginning of the ritual along with Dagan Lord of the 

Offspring; the storm-god; the sun-god; Dagan; Ea; the moon god; dNIN.URTA; Nergal 

Lord of Trade; the Lord of Horns; dNIN.KUR; and Bēlet-ekalli, all of whom occur in 

                                                
413 According to Juan Antonio Belmonte, Die Orts- und Gewässernamen der Texte aus 
Syrien im 2. Jt. v. Chr (Wiesbaden: Dr. Ludwig Reichert Verlag, 2001), 452, the location 
of this mountain is unknown.     
414 It is unclear whether Aštart of the Springs and Aštart Lady of the Springs are different 
forms of the goddess. 
415 The word mountain in this epithet could be a generic term for Mt. Suparatu. 
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essentially same order in another list of deities found later in the text.  This list includes 

the moon-god and the sun-god between Ea and dNIN.URTA, Alal and Amaza between 

dNIN.URTA and Nergal Lord of trade, and Šaggar and Ḫalma between dNIN.KUR and Bēlet-

ekalli (see Table 4).   In the present state of the text, Aštart of the šu-bi appears where we 

would expect to see Aštart of the Warrior.416  Given that this list constitutes an expansion 

of the twelve deities mentioned the beginning of the ritual, however, Aštart of the 

Warrior may not appear until line 92, 93, or 94, all of which record a form of Aštart 

whose epithet falls into a lacuna in the text.  In any case, her epithet suggests that she was 

associated with the daily routines of soldiers, much like Aštart of Battle, while her 

appearance in the opening list of the Long Zukru suggests that she was an important 

goddess from the perspective of the king and palace.      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
416 Based on Fleming’s restoration of the text in Time at Emar, 243.   
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Table 4: Comparison of the Deities from the Initial Ritual with the Deities from the First 
List 

Initial Ritual (Emar 373:12-16) First List (Emar 373:78-94) 
[Dagan Lord of] Offspring Dagan [Lord of Offspring] 
the storm-god the storm-god 
the sun-god  
[Dagan] Dagan 
Ea Ea 
the moon god the moon-good and the sun-good 
dNIN.URTA dNIN.URTA 
 Alal [and Amaza] 
[Nergal] Lord of Trade Nergal [Lord of Trade] 
the Lord of Horns Nergal [Lord of the Horns] 
dNIN.KUR dNIN.KUR  
 [Šaggar and Ḫalma] 

Bēlet-ekalli Bēlet-ekalli 
Aštart of the Warrior Aštart of the šu-bi (?) 
 the moon-god of the Palace 
 the sun-god of the Palace 
 Dagan of the Palace 
 Aštart of […] 
 Aštart of […] 
 Aštart of […] 
 

 The goddess Aštart of the Riverbank (dINANNA kib-ri) occurs only once in the 

extant texts from Emar (Emar 383:12), where she appears 12th in a list of at least 13 

deities receiving sacrifice.417  Judging from her title alone, Aštart of the Riverbank may 

correspond to riverine activities such as fishing, and trading.  Given that the Mari letters 

depict Emar as a trading depot—where river shipping by boat switched to overland 

shipping by donkey—already in the 18th century B.C.E., Aštart of the Riverbank could be 

an archaic goddess dating to the 18th century B.C.E. 

                                                
417 The tablet breaks off after the 13th entry.  
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 Aštart Lady of Ḫaza (dIš8-tár NIN uruḫa-za) appears in a contract for two vineyards 

in Ḫaza, a city in the environs of Emar (HCCT 19:14-16).418  At the end of the contract, 

the two parties invoke this form of Aštart alongside the Mesopotamian goddess Kubaba 

to sue anyone who breaks the contract (dIš8-tár NIN uruḫa-za ù dku-ba-ba NIN.NI lu-ú EN di-

ni-šú).  Based on this text alone, Aštart Lady of Ḫaza seems to have served as a divine 

guarantor of contracts at a local level.  As the goddess of the city of Ḫaza, she oversaw 

contracts dealing with transactions of land and property in her domain.419  In addition to 

Aštart Lady of Ḫaza, several other forms of Aštart mentioned at Emar seem to have been 

the tutelary goddesses of local villages.  Goodnick Westenholz, for example, suggests 

that Aštar-Ḫaši was the goddess of the city Ḫaššu / Ḫašuwa.420  Aštart lady of Ani(?) 

(dINANNA GAŠAN A?-[x]-⎡ni?⎤) from the Long Zukru text (Emar 373:145)  and Aštart of 

Zarma(?) (dIš8-]tár Za-ar-ma) (Emar 300:4) from a fragmentary inventory text—if not a 

ghost form—may also represent local city goddesses.  Due to the sparse nature of the 

evidence, it is unclear how these goddesses were associated with the daily routines of Ani 

and Zarma or, indeed, what kind of daily routines took place at these sites.      

 Aštar of the Stars (Aš-tar MUL) appears in two texts, both from the M1 temple: an 

inventory of treasures belonging to Aštart of the City (dINANNA URU.KI) and Aštar of the 

Stars (Emar 43:12); and a long sacrificial list (Emar 378:39).  Unfortunately, neither of 

                                                
418 Belmonte, Die Orts- und Gewässernamen, 126, locates Ḫaza in the Beqa valley 
southwest of Baalbek and tentatively identifies it with the modern site of Tell Ḥizzīn.   
419 In the following chapter, I will argue that the better attested Ugaritic goddess Athtart 
ḫurri served a similar, locally transcribed role at Ugarit. 
420 Westenholz, Cuneiform Inscriptions, 65. Belmonte, Die Orts- und Gewässernamen, 
128, by contrast, suggests that Ḫaši could refer to Mt. Ḫazzi (Modern Jebel Arqa, 
Ugaritic Mt. Ṣapunu). 
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these texts provides information about the role of Aštar of the Stars at Emar or even the 

gender of this deity.421  Aštar of the Stars could be a t-less feminine form of Aštart, like 

Aštar of Ḫaši or Aštar-ṣarbat, neither of which is likely to be native to Emar, or an 

independent male form.  Despite the uncertainty about the gender of Aštar of the Stars at 

Emar, the association of Aštar and the stars fits the possible origins of Aštar as a star 

goddess in Proto-Semitic, whose name may come from an early Indo-European word for 

‘star’, H2aster- as I argued in Chapter One.  Thus, Aštar of the Stars has the potential to 

be a very ancient deity.  Due to the paucity of evidence for this deity, however, it is 

unclear what role Aštar of the Stars played at Emar and which daily routines she or he 

was associated with. 

                                                
421 As I argued in Section IV of Chapter 1, t-less forms of the divine name Aštar can be 
either feminine, as in Akkadian, Eblaite, Aramaic, and Old South Arabian, or masculine 
as in Ugaritic, Phoenician, Aramaic, and Old South Arabian.  In Aramaic and Old South 
Arabian, the t-less feminine form occurs less frequently than the t-less masculine form.  
At Emar, however, Aštar of the Stars never appears as the subject of a verb or as the head 
noun in an adjectival phrase, so the gender of this deity is unknown.    
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 Chapter Four: Athtart at Ugarit  
 

I. Introduction 
 

 The previous two chapters have considered the transmission of Athtart on a macro 

level.  Chapter Two examined the transmission of Athtart between two different cultures, 

Egypt and the Levant, while Chapter Three dealt with the transmission of Athtart through 

time within a single society, Emar.  Due to the nature of the evidence from these sites, 

however, the exact moment and mechanisms of transmission often remain murky.  I have 

argued, for example, that Amenhotep II learned about Athtart while working alongside 

Semitic-speaking horse trainers at the royal stables in Memphis.  But I cannot reconstruct 

the exact circumstances that led him to adopt Athtart as a personal deity.  Did he observe 

a ritual directed towards Athtart? Or did he overhear a conversation about her?  We will 

probably never know.  Some of the texts from Ugarit, by contrast, offer the possibility of 

recovering the moment of transmission on a micro level due to their genre.  While the 

texts from Egypt and Emar only allude to acts of transmission because they were not 

designed to transmit information about Athtart directly, the narrative and ritual texts from 

Ugarit often represent acts of transmission in their own right.422  Exploiting this situation, 

I will examine the daily routines of the individuals involved in the interpersonal 

transmission of information about Athtart at Ugarit: the king, on the one hand, and cult 
                                                
422 This is not to say that the texts from Emar and Egypt do not represent acts of cultural 
transmission, just that they were not intended to transmit information about Athtart 
directly.   
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singers and scribes, on the other.  I will argue that even at an interpersonal level, different 

daily routines correspond to different forms of the goddess Athtart, further illustrating the 

importance of daily routines at all levels of cultural transmission.   

 The king transmitted information about Athtart primarily with and through his 

body in the context of ritual performance.  He may have dined with Athtart ḫurri,423 

clothed Athtart of the Field, and presented offerings to both forms of Athtart.  His 

interactions with these forms of Athtart, I claim, corresponded to his daily routine as ruler 

of Ugarit in several ways and served to communicate his fitness to rule the city in a direct 

and concrete way to the observers of the ritual.  Athtart of the Field was the local form of 

the international treaty goddess Ištar ṣēri worshipped by Ugarit’s Hittite overlords, who 

appeared among the witnesses of several Hittite vassal treaties. The role of Athtart ḫurri 

is not as well understood, but I will argue below that she also served as a treaty goddess 

on a local level. By worshipping these goddesses, the king of Ugarit demonstrated his 

fidelity to his Hittite overlords and his ability to sign future treaties in good faith.  He also 

confirmed the importance of these goddesses for the practice of contractual relations.      

 Cult singers and scribes, on the other hand, transmitted information about a 

simplex form of Athtart—a form of Athtart without identifying epithets—through verbal 

compositions at Ugarit.  For cult singers, who relied on oral composition to generate 

compelling stories and hymns, this entailed the manipulation of formulae, type scenes, 

and plot structures.  Scribes too utilized many of the same techniques in their creation of 

                                                
423 The meaning of the epithet ḫurri (Ugaritic ḫr, Akkadian ḫur-ri) in its Ugaritic context 
is debated and, as I will argue in section II below, ultimately unknown.  Thus, I have 
opted to transliterate it throughout this chapter, rather than choosing a translation.      
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narratives.  Such compositions transmitted information about Athtart directly to their 

auditors and readers.  Interestingly, however, the daily routines of cult singers and scribes 

did not correspond to a specifically “verbal” form of Athtart.  Instead, I argue that the 

compositions about Athtart at Ugarit all reflect the daily routines of other social groups, 

such as hunters and warriors, at a time depth much greater than the Late Bronze Age.  

The reason for this situation, I claim, is that verbal compositions must be memorable to 

be reliably passed on.  The daily routines of warriors and hunters were more exciting than 

the daily routines of cult singers and scribes and thus stood a better chance of being 

passed on in verbal form.  Despite their apparent lack of influence on the representation 

of Athtart at Ugarit, however, cult singers and scribes played an important role in 

collecting and transmitting information about different forms of the goddess associated 

with different daily routines. Thus, the daily routine of these individuals may have led to 

the cross pollination of different forms of Athtart.   

 

II. Ritual Transmission and the King  
 

 The king of Ugarit transmitted information about Athtart of the Field and Athtart 

ḫurri through the bodily performance of ritual.424  As is to be expected, the forms of 

                                                
424 By focusing on the ritual actions of the king, I do not mean to deny that many other 
individuals participated in the official ritual life of Ugarit (to say nothing of the unofficial 
rituals performed by ordinary people on an everyday basis).  The king is simply the most 
frequent participant in the extant ritual texts from Ugarit, which makes it easier to talk 
about his transmission of religious information through ritual.  Furthermore, he is also the 
only named figure, other than the royal children, to participate in rituals honoring a form 
of Athtart.   
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Athtart that he worshipped corresponded closely with his daily routine as ruler of the city 

and international political actor.  Both forms of Athtart, I argue, were associated with the 

signing and regulation of treaties.  By interacting with these forms of Athtart in a ritual 

setting, the Ugaritic king communicated both his reliability as a junior treaty partner to 

his Hittite overlords, and information about Athtart of the Field and Athtart ḫurri.  In 

what follows, I will review the evidence for these forms of Athtart in turn.   

      

Figure 21: Map of the City of Ugarit425 

 

                                                
425 Marguerite Yon, The City of Ugarit at Tell Ras Shamra (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 
2004), vi. 
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 KTU 1.148, a list of monthly sacrifices from the house of the Hurrian Priest (see 

figure 21), locates a ritual for Athtart of the Field in the royal palace.426  This tablet 

consists of four sections set off by single and double lines: a list of sacrifices to the gods 

of Mt. Ṣapun, which corresponds in part to RS 1.017, a Hurrian text, an entry ritual, and a 

list of sacrifices for the month of Ḥiyyāru, which corresponds to RS 36.142 and RS 

92.2004.  Lines 18-19 detail an entry ritual for Athtart of the Field: 

 18 k tˤrb . ˤṯtrt . šd . bt . mlk […] 

 19 ṯn . skm . šbˤ . mšlt . ảrbˤ  . ḫpnt ⎡-⎤[…] 

 20 ḫmšm . ṯlṯ . rkb . rtn . ṯlṯ . mảt . ⎡š⎤[ˤrt…] 

 21 lg . šmn . rqḥ . šrˤm . ủšpǵtm . p⎡l⎤[…] 

 22 kṯ . ẓrw . kṯ . nbt . šnt w t⎡ṯ⎤n⎡-⎤ […] 

 

 18 When Athtart of the Field enters the royal palace:  

 19 two sk-garments, seven mšlt-garments, four ḫpnt-garments…  

 20 53 RKB of RTN, three hundred units of w[ool… ] 

 21 A lg-measure of perfumed oil, two/some šrˤ , two ủšpǵt-garments, 427 pl… 

 22 A kṯ of mastic, a kṯ of liquid honey, and you [will repeat…] 

                                                
426 For an overview of this text see Dennis Pardee, Les textes rituels, 2:779-89; Ritual and 
Cult at Ugarit (Writings from the Ancient World.  Atlanta: SBL, 2002), 44-49. 
427 The ủšpǵt-garment—of unknown shape and manufacture—is associated exclusively 
with Athtart at Ugarit, and is worn by the three main forms of this goddess (Athtart of the 
Fields in KTU 1.148; Athtart ḫurri in KTU 1.43; and the simplex form of Athtart in KTU 
1.92).  According to Manfried Dietrich and Oswald Loretz, “Zur ugaritischen 
Lexikographie (IV): ủšpǵt” UF 3 (1971): 372, and CAD K, 600, the name ủšpǵt is 
etymologically related to ušpaḫḫu, a type of garment attested in Nuzi texts from the 15th 
century B.C.E.  
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Unfortunately, none of the texts from Ugarit describe the mechanics of entry rituals in 

detail, but judging from similar rituals from Mari, they most likely involved a procession 

to the royal palace.428  In the Mari rituals, the deity, represented by a cult statue, left his 

or her home sanctuary and entered the royal palace in order to receive gifts from the king.  

Depending on the location of the deity’s sanctuary, this could entail a significant amount 

of travel.  KTU 1.148 thus describes the final stage of the entry ritual, and but only 

alludes to the processional element in the formula “when Athtart of the Field enters the 

royal palace.”  The text does not explicitly state that the king took part in the ritual, but 

since the ritual took place in the royal palace and the king was the main ritual actor in the 

texts from Ugarit, it seems likely that he did.  He most likely presented the listed 

offerings to Athtart of the Field before she returned to her home sanctuary.  Based on the 

large number of garments mentioned in the text, Dennis Pardee suggests that the king 

clothed both Athtart of the Field’s cult statue as well as her cult personnel.429  This ritual 

act would have communicated the king’s devotion to Athtart of the Field to the other 

ritual participants and supported her cult.     

 

                                                
428 The formula k y/tˤrb DN bt mlk designates entry rituals at Ugarit.  This formula finds a 
close semantic parallel in the Mari Akkadian formula inūma erēb DN ana ekallim (e.g., 
ARM IX 90:6-7), which also consists of a subordinating temporal conjunction, a form of 
the verb ˤrb ‘to enter’, the name of the deity, and a reference to the palace.  These 
parallels suggest perhaps that Ugaritic and Mari entry rituals go back to a common 
ancestor, with the Mari Akkadian version being a translation of a West Semitic formula 
introduced by Mari’s Amorite rulers.  Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:222; Jean-Marie 
Durand, “L’organisation de l’espace dans les palais de Mari: Le témoinage des textes,” in 
Le système palatial en Orient, en Grèce et à Rome: Actes du colloque de Strasbourg, 19-
22 Juin 1985, ed. Edmonde Lévy (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 92-93.    
429 Les textes rituels, 1:233.   
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Figure 22: The Layout of the Central Palace at Ugarit430 

 

 

 KTU 1.91 mentions a similar entry ritual for Athtart of the Field.431  Discovered 

in room 81 of the central palace (see figure 22), this tablet lists deliveries of wine by a 

certain individual whose name is effaced to the royal household for use in sacrifices.  

Most of the entries consist of a single divine name, but lines 10 and 11 contain a 

descriptive clause: “when Athtart of the Field enters the royal palace” (k . tˤrb . ˤṯtrt . šd . 

bt . [m]lk).  Unfortunately, this economic text does not provide any additional information 

about the entry ritual for Athtart of the Field. According to Pardee, it is unclear whether 

                                                
430 Yon, The City of Ugarit, 37. 
431 For this text see Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:489-92; Ritual and Cult at Ugarit, 214-
16.  
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KTU 1.148 and KTU 1.91 refer to the same ritual since the two texts list different divine 

participants.432  

 Both KTU 1.148 and KTU 1.91 omit key details about the entry ritual for Athtart 

of the Field, such as the timing of the ritual, the location of the goddess’s home 

sanctuary, the appearance of her cult statue, and the king’s motivation for worshipping 

her.  In some cases, however, it is possible to infer this information from contextual clues 

and ancient Near Eastern parallels.  Pardee suggests that the entry ritual for Athtart of the 

Field took place either in the month of ˀIbˤalatu (the month preceding Ḥiyyāru) or the 

month of Ḥiyyāru based on the assumption that the tablet proceeds in chronological 

order: the sacrifices to the gods of Mt. Ṣapun took place in the month of ˀIbˤalatu, 

followed by the entry ritual, and the sacrifices for the month of Ḥiyyāru.433  Joseph Lam, 

who tentatively describes the Hurrian section of KTU 1.148 as a “prayer of invocation,” 

suggests that this prayer was included to prompt Athtart of the Field to enter the royal 

palace prior to the entry ritual in lines 18-19.434  Yet nothing in the text itself suggests 

that the order of events recorded on the tablet was chronological: other than the reference 

to the month of Ḥiyyāru, no other dates occur.  Nor does the Hurrian text seem to be an 
                                                
432 Les textes rituels, 1:506.   
433 Les textes rituels, 2:806.  Pardee also notes that it is unclear which side of this tablet is 
the verso and that the order of the rituals could change depending on this information.  
434 Joseph Lam, “The Hurrian Section of the Ugaritic Ritual Text RS 24.643 (KTU 
1.148),” UF 38 (2006): 411.  He bases this description on his translation of the passage, 
which runs as follows: “O Eya hear me (me, namely) my mouth; let the Aleppian Ḫ[ebat] 
hear… for the gods of the lands, wisdom, with KḎM… give(s)… your penušḫu-vessel… 
may (t)he(y) listen to you, the poor one; [f]or/[con]cerning the gods… Tagi, the 
god(dess),… me, an old man; a hero was given birth (?)… the giftly (thing?)… give(s)… 
Teššub; Šauška…” (ỉy . ṯlǵmd . dḏp . ḫlbǵ .ḫ⎡bt⎤[.] ṯlǵlḏ . n[--]⎡ḏ⎤ḏ . ⎡- […] ủmnḏ . ỉnḏ . 
md . kḏmr . ảr⎡-⎤[-]⎡-⎤ˤ . pnṯḫb[…] ṯlǵlḏ . pd . dld . ỉnḏ . ỉd[d] ⎡ỉn-⎤[-]⎡š⎤t . […]⎡?-⎤t⎡g⎤ỉn 
. kwrt ⎡.⎤ ḫnn . ủštn . ⎡-⎤ […] tzǵ . ảrm . tṯb . ṯủṯk ⎡.⎤ ḫnz⎡r⎤ […]). 
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prayer of invocation bidding Šauška to enter the royal palace.  Nowhere in the text is the 

royal palace mentioned and Šauška does not seem to be the focus of the prayer. 

Furthermore, single and double lines separate the different rituals, suggesting that they 

were independent events. Indeed, KTU 1.148 most likely contains a compilation of 

different rituals that were combined into a single tablet to save space.  The lack of 

temporal context for this ritual suggests, perhaps, that it was an occasional, rather than 

regular occurrence. 

 The location of Athtart of the Field’s home sanctuary and the starting point of her 

procession to the palace may be easier to pinpoint than the timing of this ritual.  KTU 

1.48, a tablet from the house of the high priest (see figure 21), attests to the worship of 

Athtart of the Field within the context of an agricultural village that could have been 

home to Athtart of the Field’s sanctuary.  Line 16 records the offering of “1 (of 

something) for Athtart of the Fi[elds]” (ảḥt . l . ˤṯtrt . š[d]).435  This text differs in several 

important ways from the other ritual texts from Ugarit.  Unlike the official ritual texts, 

KTU 1.48 lists ordinary people and places alongside the gods as the recipients of 

offerings and does not contain any temporal or spatial references that could situate the 

ritual in time and space.  It also employs a distinctive vocabulary, phraseology, and 

orthography, which set it apart from other ritual texts.  The sacrificial formula “a bull in a 

fire” (ṯr . b ỉš[t]), for example, lacks parallels among the other ritual texts from Ugarit as 

                                                
435 The reading Athtart of the Fields is not guaranteed since the penultimate letter is 
broken and the final letter is missing.  Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:325, states that the 
penultimate letter could be either š or ḏ, which are graphically similar.  Ultimately, he 
opts for š since it produces a known epithet for Athtart, although the tablet could just as 
well refer to an otherwise unknown form of Athtart.    
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do the spellings btm for ‘houses’ and ṯpḥ for ‘family’.436  These linguistic and 

orthographic differences have led Pardee to suggest that KTU 1.48 records either the 

local rituals of an outside village or an official ritual for the benefit of an outside district.  

Based on the reference to the regions of ǵr in line 15 and slḫủ in line 19, Pardee argues 

that the rituals in KTU 1.48 stem from one of these areas.437  If this is the case, then 

perhaps one of these regions was home to the sanctuary of Athtart of the Field.  

 The Akkadian language contract RS 17.22 + 17.87:21-23 may also refer to Athtart 

of the Field’s home sanctuary.  According to this text, Urumiya and his wife Taniya sold 

a plot of land (eqlu) and a kunaḫu-house438  to Rašapabu for thirty shekels of silver.  

Lines 20-24 contain a description of the land and provide more information about the 

kunaḫu house: “as for the kunaḫu house of Ištar, it is sacred to Ištar and is transferred to 

Ištar” (bītu ku-na-ḫu ša dIštar ù qa-dì-iš a-n[a dIštar(?)] ù ṣa-mi-id [a-na…?] dIštar).439  

According to Sylvie Lackenbacher, the presence of the kunaḫu house may have 

prevented Rašapabu from tilling the land.440   While the text refers to Ištar (=Athtart)441 

rather than Athtart of the Field, the location of the kunaḫu house on a plot of agricultural 

land fits Mark S. Smith’s suggestion that Athtart of the Field’s sanctuary was in the fields 

                                                
436 Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:34-35.  The standard spellings are bhtm and špḥ 
respectively.  
437 Ibid., 335.   
438 The etymology and meaning of this term are unknown. 
439 For this text see Ugaritica V, 8-9, and more recently Silvie Lackenbacher, Textes 
akkadiens d’Ugarit: Textes provenant des vingt-cinq premières campagnes (Literatures 
anciennes du Proche-Orient 20; Paris: Cerf, 2002), 254.     
440 Textes akkadiens d’Ugarit, 254.   
441 In RS 20.024, the Akkadian language versions of the Ugaritic, deity lists KTU 1.47 
and KTU 1.118, dIštar appears in the same position as ˤṯtrt, securing the equivalence of 
these two names at Ugarit. 
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or at least in an agricultural area.442  Unfortunately, however, the text does not provide 

the location of this plot of land, so it can offer little help in reconstructing Athtart of the 

Field’s journey to the royal palace as part of the entry rituals in KTU 1.148 and KTU 

1.91.         

 In entry rituals at Mari, Athtart of the Field’s cult statue entered the royal palace 

in order to receive gifts from the king.  If entry rituals at Ugarit followed the same pattern 

as the entry rituals at Mari, then the king of Ugarit may have presented the gifts 

enumerated in KTU 1.148:19-22 to Athtart of the Field's cult statue.  Yet it is unclear 

what this statue would have looked liked due to the absence of labeled visual 

representations of deities from Ugarit.443  Presumably, the statue would have been 

anthropomorphic since the gifts from KTU 1.148 included clothing, but that is all that can 

reliably be said.   

 The ritual texts from Ugarit do not indicate the king’s motivations for 

worshipping Athtart of the Field, but based on contemporary Hittite and Ugaritic records 

I argue that he did so, in part, to demonstrate his fitness as a junior treaty partner to his 

Hittite overlords.  As Mark S. Smith points out, Athtart of the Field seems to have been a 

local, Ugaritic version of the international goddess Ištar of the Steppe (Ištar ṣēri), who 
                                                
442Smith, Poetic Heroes, 186; “Athtart,” 39.  
443 The excavations at Ras Shamra have yielded several small statues of divine beings, 
including an unlabelled representation of a seated female from the “Hurrian temple,” 
which could theoretically provide insight into the appearance of Athtart of the Field’s 
full-sized cult statue.  But as Theodore Lewis points out in “Syro-Palestinian 
Iconography,” 77-79, we should be wary of trying to identify unlabelled visual 
representations since there are few, if any controls, on such conclusions.  Without 
linguistic confirmation in the form of a label, we cannot be sure that the statue from the 
“Hurrian temple” represents Athtart.  For a discussion of this figure, see Yon, The City of 
Ugarit, 132-33, and Ugaritica I, 128-40. 
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was invoked—although not prominently—in several Hittite vassal treaties and ritual 

texts.444  This goddess appeared among the long and often stereotyped lists of divine 

witnesses that conclude Hittite vassal treaties. Thus, by interacting with Athtart of the 

Field in a ritual setting, the king demonstrated his faithfulness to his Hittite overlords.  At 

the same time, he also communicated the importance of Athtart of the Field for 

international relations to the other participants in the ritual.  Ultimately, his interactions 

with Athtart of the Field correspond to his role as the primary signatory of treaties at 

Ugarit, an important part of his daily routine.  

 RS 17.352, an Akkadian language juridical text, confirms the importance of 

Athtart of the Field as a divine guarantor of treaties and oaths at Ugarit, at least in a 

Hittite influenced setting.445 This text records the verdict of a trial presented before the 

Hittite official Initeššob, the King of Carchemish and direct superior of Ugarit’s king.  As 

a result of the trial, Initeššob banished queen Aḫatumilku’s two oldest sons—

ˤAmmiṯtamru II’s older brothers—to Cyprus for having committed an unspecified fault.  

As part of the settlement, they received their shares of the inheritance and were made to 
                                                
444 Smith, Poetic Heroes, 186; “‘Athtart in Late Bronze Age Syrian Texts,” 76.  See, for 
example, KUB XX 1 (CTH 719) cited in Alfonso Archi, “Kizzuwatna amid Anatolian 
and Syrian Cults,” in Anatolia Antica: Studi in memoria di Fiorelli Imparati, ed.  Stefano 
de Martino and Franca Pecchioli Daddi (Firenze: LoGisma editore, 2002), 49; CTH 381, 
ii 60-61 cited in Itamar Singer, Hittite Prayers (SBL Writings from the Ancient World 
11; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 2002), 90 para. 5; and Gary Beckman, Hittite Diplomatic 
Texts (SBL Writings from the Ancient World 7; Scholars Press: 1996), 3 para. 8, 7 para. 
15, 8 para. 19, 9 para. Q8, 12 para. 16, 13 para. 18, 18C para. 25.  Although Ugaritic šd 
‘field’ and Akkadian ṣēru ‘steppe’ are not semantically identical, they were probably 
close enough in meaning to facilitate the identification of ˤṯtrt šd and Ištar ṣēri.  It is 
unclear, however, whether the Ugaritic cult of Athtart of the Fields represents a native 
tradition co-opted by the Hittites or whether the king of Ugarit adopted and adapted this 
cult after the rise of Hittite hegemony.   
445 This text appears in PRU IV, 121-24.   
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swear before Ištar ṣēri (ù a-na pa-ni dMÙŠ.EDIN ma-mi-ta i-na be-ri-šu-nu ta-al-ta-kán) 

that they would not contest the verdict. Here, Athtart of the Field acts as divine witness in 

a court case involving the royal family of Ugarit and their Hittite overlords.    

       It is unclear how Athtart of the Field became associated with oaths and treaties in 

the first place.  The name Athtart of the Field itself suggests an association with an 

agricultural or pastoral routine, rather than a contractual one.  Perhaps her association 

with cultivated land led her to be invoked as divine witness in land disputes on a local 

level, which eventually led her to become a treaty goddess in general.    

 Like Athtart of the Field, Athtart ḫurri took part in entry rituals at Ugarit.  KTU 

1.43, found in the house of the high priest (see figure 21), contains two consecutive entry 

rituals for Athtart ḫurri and the Gaṯarūma, a group of deities identified with celestial 

bodies.446  This text preserves the most detailed entry ritual involving Athtart and 

contains several instructions for welcoming the goddess:   

 1 k tˤrb . ˤṯtrt . ḫr . g⎡b⎤ 

 2 bt mlk . ˤšr . ˤšr . ⎡b .⎤ --447 ⎡.⎤ bt ỉl⎡m⎤ 

 3 kb⎡kb⎤m . -trmt .  

 4 lb⎡š⎤ [.] w ⎡k⎤tn . ủšpǵt 

 5 ḫr⎡ṣ⎤ . ṯlṯt . mzn . 

 6 drk . š . ảlp . w ṯlṯ 

 7 ṣỉn . šlmm [.] šbˤ pảmt 

                                                
446 For this text see Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:214-19; Ritual and Cult at Ugarit, 69-72.   
447 Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:216; Ritual and Cult at Ugarit, 108 n. 91, notes that two 
letters have been erased from this part of the text.   
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 8 l ỉlm . šb⎡ˤ⎤ [.] l kṯr .  

 

 1 When Athtart ḫurri enters the side room of the palace, 448  

 2 put on a feast in the…  of the temple of the star  

 3 gods.  As a tarūmatu-offering:  

 4 a garment and a tunic, a ủšpǵt-garment,  

 5 three shekels of gold, a ruler’s  

 6 scale (?).449  A ram, a bull, and three  

 7 sheep as a šlmm-sacrifice: seven times  

 8 for the gods, seven times for Kôṯaru.    

                                                
448 Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:227; Ritual and Cult at Ugarit, 71, translates gb as “(la 
pièce à) tertre” and “mound room” and suggest that gb refers to a raised platform in the 
palatial complex used for ritual practices based on the usage of gab ‘mound’ in Ezekiel 
16.  As he admits, however, the gab of Ezekiel 16 refers to a freestanding, outdoor 
installation in the center of town.  Therefore, I suggest translating gb as ‘side’ or 
‘sideroom’ on the basis of Aramaic gabbā ‘side, flank’.  This term provides a spatial 
orientation within the royal palace and could perhaps help us locate the position of this 
ritual within the archaeological remains of the royal palace. Lipiński, Dieux et déesses, 
132, displays a similar understanding of gb when he translates it as “alcôve.”   
449 The construct phrase mzn drk in lines 5 and 6 is difficult to interpret.  After providing 
an exhaustive review of previous scholarship, Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1;234-35; Ritual 
and Cult at Ugarit, 71 n. 93, translates it as “a traveler’s scale” and suggest that the king 
bestowed this item on Athtart ḫurri to aid her somehow in the return journey back to her 
sanctuary.  While Pardee’s translation of this difficult phrase is plausible, I would like to 
suggest an alternative translation: “ruler’s scale.”  In KTU 1.108:7, the root DRK 
designates “rule” or “power” as part of Anat’s epithet bˤlt drkt ‘lady of power’ and so drk 
could mean ‘ruler’ (i.e., ‘the one who wields power’(.  If my translation is correct, then 
the text depicts the king bestowing an emblem of sovereignty on Athtart ḫurri, which 
could reflect the king’s role in dispensing justice.  Such a gift would also fit Athtart 
ḫurri’s proposed role as a treaty goddess and an enforcer of international justice.  Note 
that many of the ancient Near Eastern and Mediterranean goddesses associated with the 
concept of justice, such as Maat, Dikia, Nemesis, and Justitia, are depicted carrying 
scales.   
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Again, the text omits many key details of the ritual.  The entry ritual itself took place 

somewhere in the palace—either in the “mound room” following Pardee or the “side 

room” as I have suggested—but the exact location of this area within the palace complex 

is unclear.  The action then shifts to a certain area of “the temple of the star gods” (bt 

ỉl⎡m⎤kb⎡kb⎤m), another unknown location, but presumably one that was close enough to 

the palace for the ritual participants to travel there easily.  The chronology of the ritual 

also remains murky.  It is unclear, for example, whether the feast preceded the 

presentation of tarūmatu-offering or vice-versa.  Despite these uncertainties, KTU 1.43 

shows that the king interacted with Athtart ḫurri in several ways using his body.  Because 

the text mentions only a single set of clothing, Pardee argues that the king clothed the cult 

statue of Athtart ḫurri as part of a ritual investiture.450  The king may have presented the 

cult statue of Athtart ḫurri with additional offerings as well, including, perhaps, a symbol 

of authority—the ruler’s scale— some gold, and several blood sacrifices.  At some point 

in the ritual, he may have eaten a meal alongside Athtart ḫurri’s cult statue in the temple 

of the star gods.  Together, these ritual acts would have signaled the close relationship 

between the king and Athtart ḫurri to the other participants in the ritual.   

 KTU 1.43 does not mention the location of Athtart ḫurri’s home sanctuary and thus 

her point of departure for the palace.  RS 18.001, an Akkadian treaty between the king of 

Ugarit and the King of Siyannu, the kingdom to the south of Ugarit, may help locate this 

sanctuary.451  This treaty divides “the vineyard of Ištar ḫurri which is in Šuksu” (eqlāt 

giškarāni ša dEŠDAR ḫu-ri i-na urušu-uk-sí) between “the marzeaḥ participants of Ari” 
                                                
450 Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:233.   
451 This text appears in PRU IV, 230.   
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(lúmar-zi-i ša urua-ri) (a town belonging to Ugarit) and “the marzeaḥ participants of 

Siyyanu” (lúmar-zi-i ša urusi-ia-ni).  Šuski is indentified with modern day Tell Sukas, a 

mound roughly 26 miles south of Ugarit.  If the field in question was chosen specifically 

because it belonged to Ishtar ḫurri, then this deity may have had some relationship, 

unfortunately ill defined, to the marzeaḥ association—an aristocratic men's drinking 

group with religious connections—and to its customs, at both Ari and Siyyanu.452  It is 

also possible that she had a sanctuary there.   

 Unlike KTU 1.43, in which Athtart ḫurri enters the royal palace to receive gifts 

from the king, KTU 1.112 from the house of the Hurrian priest (see figure 21) describes a 

ritual where the king and his children travel to a sanctuary somewhere outside the royal 

palace to worship several important, dynastic deities, including Athtart ḫurri.453  The 

rituals in this text unfold over the course of a single month and involve the king and his 

children in a series of bodily practices at the ḫmn-sanctuary, which served to 

communicate their close connection to the deities being worshipped.454  On the first day 

of the month, for example, the sons and daughters of the king ascended seven times (bn 

mlk w b⎡n⎤[t] / mlk . tˤln . pảmt šbˤ).  The text does not explicitly mention their 

destination, but the only location that has been mentioned in the text so far is the ḫmn-

sanctuary.  On the third day of the month, the gods (ỉlm)—most likely represented by 

                                                
452 See John L. McLaughlin, The Marzēaḥ in the Prophetic Literature: References and 
Allusions in Light of the Extra-Biblical Evidence (VTSupp 86; Leiden: Brill, 2001) for an 
overview of the marzeaḥ association in the ancient Near East.   
453 For this text see Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:630-34; Ritual and Cult at Ugarit, 36-38.   
454 Again, the text does not provide the full context for the ritual action.  The location of 
the ḫmn-sanctuary within the kingdom of Ugarit is unknown and the name of the month 
falls into a lacuna in the text.    
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their cult statues—ascended to the ḫmn-sanctuary and stayed there for the duration of the 

ritual. On the seventh day, the king washed himself clean ([b]⎡š⎤b⎡ˤ⎤ ym . ḥdṯ . yrtḥṣ / 

[ml]k . b⎡r⎤r)  no doubt in preparation for interacting with the cult statues of the gods 

and, then, on the eighth day of the month, offered food, a shekel of silver, and a jug of 

wine to Athtart ḫurri (ảkl . ṯql ksp . w kd / yn . lˤṯtrt ḫr).  

 KTU 1.112 hints at the relationship between Athtart ḫurri and the daily routine of 

the king.  Overall, the rituals described in this text focus on the royal family and reflect 

some of the embodied religious practices of the royal household.  Almost all of the gods 

involved in the ritual had a close connection to the royal dynasty and the palace—some, 

like the Gaṯarūma, were the subject of entry rituals into the palace while others, like 

Bittu-Bêti (literally, ‘daughter of the house’) and Baˤlatu-Bahatīma (literally, ‘lady of the 

houses’) were closely associated with the royal palace etymologically.455  The 

participation of the royal children in the ritual suggests that it may have dealt with issues 

of royal succession and the continuity of the royal dynasty.   

 An Akkadian language contract discovered at Baniyas on the Syrian coast, some 

36 miles south of Ugarit may help solidify the connection between Athtart ḫurri and the 

daily routine of the king.456  At the end of this document, the signatories invoke Athtart 

                                                
455 Pardee, Ritual and Cult at Ugarit, 36.   
456 Lackenbacher, “Une nouvelle attestation,” prepared the editio princeps of this text.  
The remaining two Akkadian texts that mention Athtart ḫurri are fragmentary and 
therefore do not provide much information about goddess.  RS 17.410:7’ (PRU VI, 35) 
mentions “[the field(?) of ṣ]ai and the field of Athtart ḫurri” (A.ŠÀ ṣ]a-i A.ŠÀ dEŠDAR ḫu-
r[i(?)]).  It also bears the impression of the Ugaritic dynastic seal and may mention 
Ammistamru II in the first line.  RS 16.173:9’-10’ (PRU III, 171) is a royal donation text 
and refers to “Athtart ḫurri (and) the gods of Ḫurga[nu]” (dEŠDAR ḫur-ri DINGIR.MEŠ ša 
ḫur-ga[…) an otherwise unknown location.  The divine epithet ḫurri also appears in the 
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ḫurri and the god of the house to annihilate anyone who changes the wording of the 

contract (ša ú-na-kir a-wa-te-e an-na-ti dINANNA ḫur-ri DINGIR ša É li-ḫal-li-qu-šu).  This 

text shows that Athtart ḫurri, like Athtart of the Field, acted as a divine guarantor of 

treaties and contracts.  The context of the contract, however, is local, rather than 

international, which suggests that Athtart ḫurri may have functioned as a divine 

underwriter on a local level.  Sylvie Lackenbacher, who published the editio princeps of 

this text, argues that the language of this text is very close to the Akkadian of Ugarit, 

which makes it likely that the contract reflects a local context.457  

 Theoretically, the name Athtart ḫurri itself could help clarify the role of this 

goddess and her connection to the daily routine of kingship.  Unfortunately, the meaning 

of this compound name in its Ugaritic context is hard to determine.  Within Egypt, Athtar 

ḫurri (ˤstr ḫꜢrw / ˤsty ḫwrw) was reinterpreted to mean “Syrian Athtar” as shown in 

Chapter Two, but this meaning makes little sense in a Syrian context.  The meaning 

“Syrian” for ḫurri only occurs in Egyptian since the Egyptians perceived Hurrian-

speakers as one of the dominant cultural and linguistic groups within Syria.  

 Scholars have proposed two different meanings for ḫurri: ‘Hurrian’ or ‘hole, 

window, grotto’.458  The first proposal dates back to Jean Nougayrol and has been 

                                                                                                                                            
dating formula of an Old Babylonian contract from the kingdom Hana, a polity centered 
on the city of Terqa in middle Euphrates, which mentions “Dagan of the Hurrians(?)” 
(dda-gan ša ḫur-ri).  Amanda H. Podany, The Land of Hana: Kings, Chronology, and 
Scribal Tradition (Bethesda: CDL Press, 2002), 107-108, has produced the latest edition 
of this contract.   
457 Lackenbacher, “Une nouvelle attestation,” 155-56.   
458 See Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:223-25, for an overview of scholarship.  Robert M. 
Kerr, “Notre-Dame-de-la-Ḥuronie? A Note on ˤštrt ḥr,” WdO 43 (2013): 211, translates 
ḫurri as ‘estuary’ on the basis of his equation of Phoenician ˤštrt ḥr with Άφροδίτης 
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championed most recently by Dennis Pardee.459  The second proposal goes back to 

Andrée Herdner and has received support from Émile Puech and Gregorio del Olmo 

Lete.460 Both Puech and del Olmo Lete derive ḫr from the verb ḫrr ‘to dig’ and translate 

Athtart ḫurri as ‘Athtart of the window’ or ‘Athtart of the grotto’.461  As Pardee points 

out, however, the verb ḫrr always refer to the act of digging down into the ground, and 

accordingly its nominal derivatives refer to vertical holes, not horizontal ones.462  Instead, 

following Nougayrol, he treats ḫr as a geographical designation for the land of the 

Hurrians in construct with Athtart and translates Athtart ḫurri as “Hurrian Athtart.”463  

Critics of this position argue that ḫr cannot mean Hurrian because it lacks the feminine 

nisbe ending –yt, which is needed to agree with Athtart, and is not preceded by the land 

determinative in the Akkadian forms of the name.464  They also argue that ḫr never serves 

as a geographic designation in the Akkadian or Ugaritic texts from Ugarit. All of these 

criticisms are unfounded.  In several Akkadian texts from Ugarit, ḫurri does act as 

geographic designation, as in RS 16.146+162:10, which lists “twenty fine Hurrian 

garments” (20 túgnabalšū raqqātu ša kurḫur-ri) among the items belonging to queen 
                                                                                                                                            
λιµνησία ‘Aphrodite of the salt marshes’ (Pausanius, Descr. II.34.11). His translation is 
unlikely, however, since this equation never occurs in ancient texts and thus, there is no 
reason to associate these goddesses in the first place.     
459 PRU IV, 236; Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:225.   
460 Ugaritica VII, 21-6.   
461 Émile Puech, “Le vocable d’ˤAṯtart ḫurri – ˤštrt ḥr à Ugarit et en Phénicie,” UF 
(1993): 329; Gregorio del Olmo Lete, “Royal Aspects of the Ugaritic Cult,” in Ritual and 
Sacrifice in the Ancient Near East: Proceedings of the International Conference 
Organized by the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven from the 17th to the 20th of April 1991, 
ed. J. Quaegebeur (OLA 55; Leuven: Peeters, 1993), 62.   
462 Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:224-25. 
463 Ibid., 225.   
464 Puech, “Le vocable d’ˤAṯtart ḫurri,” 329; del Olmo Lete, “Royal Aspects,” 62; 
Lackenbacher, “Un nouvelle attestation,” 156-57.   
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Aḫatumilku’s trousseau.465  Furthermore, if ḫr is a geographic designation in construct 

with Athtart, then it does not need a nisbe ending.  And while the land determinative KUR 

is used consistently in the Akkadian of Ugarit when referring to non-compound 

geographic locations—only once is this determinative missing466–it is omitted in other 

compound deity names from Ugarit such as dX ḫal-bi, the Akkadian equivalent of bˤl ḫlb 

in RS 92:2004:6.467  Nevertheless, these linguistic arguments cannot insure the meaning 

“Hurrian” for ḫurri at Ugarit in the face of textual evidence.   

 If Pardee is correct in interpreting ḫurri as ‘Hurrian’, then we might expect 

Athtart ḫurri to originate in a Hurrian milieu or exhibit Hurrian traits.  Yet the Ugaritic 

textual corpus provides little evidence for Hurrian influence on the different forms of 

Athtart at Ugarit, least of all Athtart ḫurri.  Three texts—KTU 1.43, KTU 1.92, and 

1.148—depict Athtart wearing or receiving a ủšpǵt-garment, a garment with a potentially 

Hurrian name. But a Hurrian origin for the name of this garment does not reliably 

indicate Hurrian influence on Athtart, even though she is the only deity to wear this 

garment.  There is no guarantee that Athtart ḫurri and the ủšpǵt garment entered Ugaritic 

culture at the same time and from the same source.  In fact, Ugaritic speakers may have 

perceived ủšpǵt as a native Ugaritic word without realizing its Hurrian origin—much like 

most modern English speakers do not perceive “blouse” as a French word—by the time 

                                                
465 This text appears in PRU IV, 183.   
466 John Huehnergard, The Akkadian of Ugarit (HSS 34; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989), 
84.   
467 Aicha Rahmouni, Divine Epithest in the Ugaritic Alphabetic Texts (trans. J. N. Ford; 
HdO 93; Leiden: Brill, 2008), xx.  Compare dLUGAL ter-qá and eš4-tár ra-da-an, both 
from Ur III Mari (2112-2004 B.C.E.).  These deities appear in the “pantheon” list 
published by George Dossin, “Un ‘pantheon’ d’Ur III à Mari” RA (1967): 101-102.   
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they associated it with Athtart.  Furthermore, Athtart ḫurri does not have an exclusive 

claim to this garment.  In KTU 1.148 the king gives Athtart of the Field two ủšpǵt-

garments along with many other offerings during an entry ritual at the palace, while in 

KTU 1.92 a form of Athtart without identifying epithets wears a ủšpǵt-garment made of 

cypress wood while hunting.     

  At first glance, KTU 1.148, discussed above, could provide evidence for Hurrian 

influence on the Ugaritic cult of Athtart.  This tablet consists of five sections divided by 

single or double lines: a list of sacrifices for the gods of Mt. Ṣapun, peace offerings for 

various deities, a Hurrian prayer, an entry ritual for Athtart of the Field, and a list of 

sacrifices for the month of Ḫiyyāru.468  Based on his translation of the text, Lam suggests 

that the reference to Šauška in the final line of the Hurrian section may indicate that this 

prayer was meant to prompt Athtart of the Field to enter the royal palace.469  Yet as 

mentioned above there is no concrete evidence that the rituals contained in KTU 1.148 

were connected.  And even if they were, then KTU 1.148 only provides evidence that 

there was a Hurrian component to Athtart of the Field’s cult, not Athtart ḫurri’s.     

 KTU 1.116 from the house of the Hurrian priest (see figure 21) provides the best 

evidence for Hurrian influence on Athtart at Ugarit, although even this evidence is open 

to interpretation.  The tablet begins with the Ugaritic heading “sacrifice of Athtart, 

gathering at the threshing floor” (dbḥ . ˤṯtrt qrảt . b grn) followed by six and a half lines 

of alphabetically written Hurrian which mention a sacrifice for Šauška (ảṯḫlm ṯủṯkd) in a 
                                                
468 Pardee, Les textes rituels, 2: 789 n. 47, says that this section may be a “hymne,” but 
does not provide a translation of the Hurrian text that would support his identification of 
the genre.   
469 Lam, “The Hurrian Section,” 421. 
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variety of locations as well as sacrifices for the Hurrian gods Kuzuǵ, Ninatta, Kulitta, and 

Nibadig.  The next section consists of twenty lines in Hurrian describing or prescribing 

sacrifices for a long list of primarily Hurrian deities.  The final section is badly broken, 

but also contains Hurrian text.  Based on the frequent references to Šauška, Pardee argues 

that this text establishes a connection between Athtart, whose name appears in the 

heading of the tablet, and Šauška, who dominates the rest of the text.470  However, 

Athtart and Athtart ḫurri are not necessarily the same deity and so KTU 1.116 only 

provides evidence for Hurrian influence on Athtart.   

 Based on the extant textual record, there is no concrete evidence at Ugarit for a 

Hurrian origin for or connection to Athtart ḫurri.  This situation suggests that “Hurrian 

Athtart” may not be the best translation for Athtart ḫurri, although I cannot offer a 

plausible alternative.  What is clear is that Athtart ḫurri, like Athtart of the Field, was 

closely connected to the daily routine of the king, who was the primary signatory of 

treaties at Ugarit.   

 

III. Orality and Literacy in the Ugaritic Language 
 

 While the king transmitted information about Athtart of the Field and Athtart 

ḫurri using his body, cult singers and scribes transmitted information about the simplex 

form of Athtart through the creation and performance of verbal compositions, which 

formed an important part of their daily routines.  As part of this routine, both groups 

                                                
470 Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:658; Ritual and Cult at Ugarit, 93.   
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employed inherited formulae to create memorable compositions about the gods, including 

Athtart.  Yet their daily practices had little overt effect on the attributes, representation, 

and conception of Athtart at Ugarit.  The surviving narratives about Athtart all reflect the 

daily routines of other social groups, such as hunters and warriors, at a period earlier than 

the Late Bronze Age as I will show below.  

 Before examining the form of Athtart transmitted by cult singers and scribes, 

however, it will be helpful to review the evidence for oral and written transmission at 

Ugarit.  As in all pre-modern societies, the human voice—whether lowered to a whisper 

or raised in song—was the predominant medium of cultural transmission at Ugarit. In 

everyday settings, people undoubtedly transmitted cultural information through jokes, 

gossip, and instruction among many other genres of oral communication.  In more formal 

settings, such as ritual, specialists performed oral compositions for human and divine 

audiences.  It is ironic then that most of what modern scholars know about Ugaritic 

society and culture—as is true of most ancient cultures—derives primarily from the 

written texts that have survived.  This irony is particularly acute since scholars are 

increasingly coming to recognize that ˤAmmiṯtamru II (reigned 1260-1235 B.C.E.) was the 

first Ugaritic king to institutionalize the cuneiform alphabet for official use.471  Before 

that, Ugaritic scribes wrote solely in Akkadian for a period of about 80 years,472 and 

before that, the inhabitants of Ugarit relied solely on oral transmission as far as we know.  
                                                
471 Dates in this chapter are taken from Itamar Singer, “A Political History of Ugarit,” in 
Handbook of Ugaritic Studies, eds. Wilfred G. E. Watson and Nicolas Wyatt (HdO 39; 
Leiden: Brill, 1999), 732-33, unless otherwise noted 
472 Singer, “A Political History,” dates EA 45, the earliest Akkadian document from 
Ugarit, to the end of Amenhotep’s reign or the beginning of Akhenaten’s reign 
(approximately 1390 B.C.E.) 
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In total, the alphabetic writing tradition at Ugarit lasted at most 85 years before the 

destruction of the city in 1185 B.C.E.  This means that the written tradition at Ugarit had 

not diverged significantly from the oral tradition by the time the Ugaritic narratives are 

first attested and suggests that some of the earliest texts may even represent transcriptions 

of oral compositions, as I will now show.     

 In the past, most scholars dated the institutionalization of the cuneiform alphabet 

used to write Ugaritic to the 14th or 15th century B.C.E. based on the assumption that the 

Niqmaddu mentioned in Ilīmilku’s scribal colophon to the Baal cycle (KTU 1.6.6:54-58) 

was king Niqmaddu II (1350-1315 B.C.E.).  More recently, Pierre Bordreuil, Dennis 

Pardee, Robert Hawley, and Carole Roche-Hawley have argued that the cuneiform 

alphabet was not institutionalized until the reign of ˤAmmiṯtamru II (1260-1235 B.C.E.) in 

the mid to late 13th century.473  They base this argument on two pieces of evidence.  First, 

none of the Ugaritic texts discovered so far appear to predate ˤAmmiṯtamru II’s reign, to 

judge by archaeological context and internal evidence.  Second, excavators from the 1992 

campaign at Ugarit discovered a tablet fragment bearing the name and titulary of Ilīmilku 

in a 13th century archaeological context.474  These new data suggest that Ilīmilku worked 

under Niqmaddu III (1225/20-1215 B.C.E.) and not Niqmaddu II (1350-1315 B.C.E.).  

                                                
473 Pierre Bordreuil, Robert Hawley, and Dennis Pardee, “Données nouvelles sur le 
déchiffremement de l’alphabet et sur les scribes d’Ougarit” CRAIBL 2010/4 (2012): 
1634-35; Carole Roche-Hawley and Robert Hawley, “An Essay on Scribal Families, 
Traditions, and Innovation in 13th Century Ugarit,” in Beyond Hatti: A Tribute to Gary 
Beckman, eds. Billie-Jean Collins and Piotr Michalowski (Atlanta: Lockwood Press, 
2013), 258-63.   
474 Dennis Pardee, “The Ugaritic Alphabetic Cuneiform Writing System in the Context of 
Other Alphabetic Systems,” in Studies in Semitic and Afroasiatic Linguistics Presented to 
Gene B. Gragg, ed. Cynthia L. Miller (Chicago: The Oriental Institute, 2007), 186.    
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 This paradigm shift has allowed scholars to identify a scribe working near the 

beginning of the alphabetic cuneiform tradition at Ugarit.  In a recent article, Robert 

Hawley, Dennis Pardee, and Caroline Sauvage have identified nine different alphabetic 

tablets written by a scribe named Ṯabilu (ṯbỉl).475  Two of these tablets (KTU 1.9 and 

KTU 1.92) bear his name in part or in whole, while the remaining seven have been 

identified as part of the Ṯabilu corpus on the basis of tablet morphology, scribal ductus, 

and layout.  For example, Ṯabilu occasionally employs an archaic form of the letter <g>, 

which finds its closest parallels in the dynastic seal of ˤAmmiṯtamru II.476 RIH 98/02, one 

of the tablets composed by Ṯabilu comes from a mid-13th century stratigraphic layer, 

probably from the reign of ˤAmmiṯtamru II, which suggests that Ṯabilu was active at the 

beginning of the alphabetic writing tradition at Ugarit.477   

 Five of the nine Ugaritic tablets ascribed to Ṯabilu contain mythological poetry.  

Because Ṯabilu worked at the beginning of the alphabetic tradition at Ugarit, however, he 

                                                
475 Robert Hawley, Dennis Pardee, and Caroline Sauvage, “The Scribe Ṯab’ilu as 
Attested in the Epigraphic Finds from the 5th Season of Excavations at Ras Shamra” UF 
44 (2013): 390.  Eight of these tablets stem from Ras Shamra; the ninth, RIH 98/02 (= 
KTU 1.180), was discovered at of Ras ibn-Hani.  
476 Ibid., 387. The standard Ugaritic form of <g> consists of a single vertical wedge.  The 
archaic form, by contrast, features a short horizontal wedge attached to the top left side of 
the main vertical wedge and thus closely resembles the linear alphabetic form of gimmel. 
477 For the archaeological context of KTU 1.180 see J. Lagarce and E. du Puytison-
Lagarec, “Remarques sur le materiel égyptien et égyptisant en Rash Shamra (‘Maison 
aux Alabâtres’) et de Ras Ibn Hani à la lumière de données récentes sur la chronologie de 
la fin d’Ugarit,” in The Bronze Age in the Lebanon: Studies on the Archaeology and 
Chronology of Lebanon, Syria, and Egypt, eds. M. Bietak and E. Czerny (Österreichische  
Akademie der Wissenshaft, Denschriften der Gesamtakademie 50; Wien: 
Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2008), 153-64.  
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could not have copied these works from written antecedents.478  Instead, I argue that he 

most likely recorded these works from oral poets and transcribed them into writing as 

best he could.479  Several converging lines of evidence support this hypothesis.  For one, 

oral compositions commonly begin with a first person invocation describing the act of 

singing.480  Likewise, both KTU 1.24 (“The Marriage of Yariḥ and Nikkal”) and KTU 

1.180 (“The Hymn to Athtart”) begin with the verb šr ‘to sing’, either in the first person 

or in a first person circumlocution.  KTU 1.24 opens with the line “I shall sing of Nikkal 

and Ib” (ảšr . nkl w ỉb .), while KTU 1.180 begins “May my voice sing the name of 

Athtart / I shall rhapsodize the name of the lion” (šm ˤṯtrt ql yšr / ỉḏmr šm lbỉ).  

Furthermore, both texts contain additional phrases that suggest a context of oral 

performance.481  Toward the end of KTU 1.24, the speaker declares “I shall sing of the 

Kôtharat-goddesses” (ảšr ỉlht kṯrt) and goes on to state five lines later, “Their number is 

in my mouth, their counting on my lips”  (hn bpy sp/rhn . bšpty mn/thn).  Line 35’ of 

KTU 1.180 may refer to a context of musical performance: “He finishes to the sound of 
                                                
478 Theoretically, a literate cult singer could have composed an oral-style song in writing, 
but there is no evidence that Ugaritic cult singers could write. For the general difficulty of 
distinguishing between a transcription of an oral performance and a written imitation of 
an oral performance see Susan Niditch, Oral World and Written Word: Ancient Israelite 
Literature (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996), 125.    
479 As Albert B. Lord, The Singer of Tales (2nd ed.; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
2000), 125-27, points out, documenting oral compositions was very difficult to do before 
the invention of electronic recording devices.  The human recorder either had to employ 
shorthand or ask the oral poet to stop periodically, which could disrupt the flow of the 
oral performance and thus change its characteristic style.  
480 Compare the opening lines of a performance of the Yugoslav song Halil Rescues 
Bojičić Alija (Parry 6703:607): “I will sing a song of truth, which I heard from my 
father.” 
481 John Miles Foley, The Singer of Tales in Performance (Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press, 1995), 87, notes that references to the act of performance are a hallmark 
of orally derived texts. 
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the harp… may Bull El hear from heaven” (yklyn . lql nbl[h][-][ṣq . t[-]qr 36’ šmm yšmˤ 

ṯr ỉl[…][-]n qlh).482  

 The appearance of Ṯabilu’s tablets may also reflect a context of transcribing oral 

performances.  As Hawley, Pardee, and Sauvage point out, Ṯabilu’s tablets appear 

clumsy compared to Ilīmilku’s elegant compositions.  Unlike Ilīmilku, Ṯabilu only used 

the word divider sporadically and did not always respect line divisions in the placement 

of words.483 The tablets that Ṯabilu wrote on are also much smaller on average than the 

tablets Ilīmilku used (2.9 x 2.9 x  .9 in versus 7.2 x 6.1 x 1.2 in).  KTU 1.24, the largest 

complete tablet produced by Ṯabilu, is roughly the same size as KTU 1.18, the smallest 

broken tablet made by Ilīmilku (4.9 x 3.1 x .9 in versus 4.5 x 2.8 x 1.3 in).  Hawley, 

Pardee, and Sauvage argue that these features reflect the growing pains of a nascent 

written tradition, but they are susceptible to another interpretation as well.484  His clumsy 

handwriting, sporadic use of the word divider, and run-on words could also reflect the 

transcription of oral performances.485  In order to keep up with the rhythm of the oral 

performance, he sacrificed elegance for accuracy and used tablets that could easily be 

                                                
482 Compare the reference to the bard’s instrument in a performance of the Yugoslav song 
Halil Rescues Bojičić Alija (Parry 6703:1-5): 
 “Oh my gusle, maplewood gusle, 
 Speak now and ever, 
 Speak softly, loudly— 
 The gusle is mine and it’s played for you.” 
483 Hawley, Pardee, and Sauvage, “The Scribe Ṯab’ilu,” 387.   
484 Ibid., 387.  
485 Similarly, Katherine O’Brien O’Keefe, Visible Song: Transitional Literacy in Old 
English Verse (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), 5-6, 14, 21-23, argues 
that medieval manuscripts lacking “reading aids,” such as punctuation marks and regular 
margins, often reflect an oral register.   
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held in one hand in order to facilitate rapid transcription.  Ṯabilu’s mythological texts 

may reflect a larger process of transcribing oral compositions into writing at Ugarit.         

 Over time, these transcriptions took on a life of their own as they were copied and 

subject to the vagaries of scribal revision and transmission. Yet the brief floruit of 

alphabetic textuality at Ugarit did not eclipse the Ugaritic oral tradition: as in all 

societies, both ancient and modern, orality and textuality existed on a continuum.486  In 

scribal circles, written forms of transmission assumed prominence but even there oral 

modes of transmission existed alongside writing.487  Even the Baal Cycle, which was 

written down near the end of the alphabetic writing tradition at Ugarit, contains a note to 

a potential performer of the poem.  In KTU 1.4.5:42-45, the scribe Ilīmilku instructs the 

performer to “return to the recitation when the lads are sent” (wṯb lmspr ktlảkn ǵlmm) 

after describing the preparations for the construction of Baal’s palace, and to recite the 

next scene from memory.  The presence of this note demonstrates that oral recitation 

existed alongside and complemented written texts. 

 Overall, the institutionalization of alphabetic writing at Ugarit is heuristically 

interesting because it does not represent the first introduction of writing to Ugaritic 

society.  Rather, it entailed the adoption of a new, native tradition of writing (the Ugaritic 

                                                
486 Ruth Finnegan, “How Oral is Oral Literature?”  BSOAS 37 (1974): 52-64; “Literacy 
versus Non-Literacy: The Great Divide?”  in Modes of Thought, eds. Robin Horton and 
Ruth Finnegan (London: Faber & Faber, 1973), 112-144; John Miles Foley, “Word-
Power, Performance, and Tradition,” JAF 105 (1992): 286-289; Niditch, Oral World and 
Written Word, 44.       
487 Walter Ong, Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word (New York: 
Methuen, 1982), 115-16, refers to such situations as examples of “residual orality.”  This 
term refers to situations where oral modes of transmission, like dictation or reading 
aloud, exist alongside and complement written modes of transmission.  
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cuneiform alphabet) in order to write the local language, in addition to the use of a 

foreign writing tradition (Akkadian syllabic cuneiform) for international political 

correspondence and the reproduction of a scholarly literary canon.  Nevertheless, the 

institutionalization of alphabetic writing at Ugarit does represent a shift—although partial 

and evanescent—from Ugaritic language orality to textuality.  Judging from the extant 

texts, scribes at Ugarit did not commit Ugaritic compositions to writing until the advent 

of alphabetic writing, despite the earlier use of Akkadian syllabic cuneiform.  Indeed, 

none of the Akkadian narrative texts from Ugarit record local compositions, such as the 

Baal cycle, perhaps because the Akkadian written tradition and Akkadian language 

pedagogy came “prepackaged” with its own set of traditional texts.  Thus, it seems likely 

that Ugaritic compositions remained strictly oral until the institutionalization of 

alphabetic cuneiform and Ṯabilu’s transcription of oral compositions. 

  

IV. Verbal Transmission, Cult Singers, and Scribes  

 

 Issues of orality and literacy are central for understanding the place of cult singers 

and scribes in cultural transmission at Ugarit.  Cult singers played an important and direct 

role in Ugaritic ritual life.  In KTU 1.106:15-17, a ritual text for the month of Gannu 

(March-April), “the singer sings a song several times before the king” (w šr yšr šr . pảmt . 

l pn mlk) as part of the ritual performance, while in KTU 1.112:20-21, a royal ritual 

including the king and his children, “a recitation is repeated for the Gaṯarūma… and the 
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qdš-official sings” (w rgm . gṯrm yṯṯb… qdš yšr).488  But, while these ritual texts identify 

oral performance as a part of a Ugaritic ritual, they do not record the techniques that cult 

singers used in the composition and performance of their songs.  Instead, we must rely on 

modern, ethnographic parallels to reconstruct the specialized routines of Ugaritic cult 

singers.   

 Milman Parry and Albert Lord’s study of Yugoslav bards constitutes the most 

famous ethnographic study of oral performance techniques.489  Parry and Lord 

demonstrated that Yugoslav bards composed their songs during the act of performance, 

weaving together common formulae, type scenes, and plot structures to create cohesive 

and compelling narratives under the pressure of extemporaneous composition.490  

Because of this technique, the stories told by these Yugoslav bards varied from 

performance to performance.491  Although rightly famous, Parry and Lord’s composition-

in-performance theory has not escaped criticism, and does not fit the Ugaritic evidence 

particularly well.492  While Parry and Lord’s informants performed primarily in coffee 

shops and private homes, Ugaritic cult singers performed in ritual spaces.493  This ritual 

aspect is particularly important for understanding oral performance at Ugarit since ritual 

acts do not usually tolerate the degree of variation introduced by the composition-in-
                                                
488 KTU 4.103:41, 64, and the Akkadian language text RS 17.131:24 also refer to 
“singers” (šr / nâru) as the recipients of goods from the palace.  These texts do not, 
however, mention the role that singers played in ritual.   
489 Published as Lord, The Singer of Tales.  
490 Lord, The Singer of Tales, 20-26.   
491 Ibid., 99-102.   
492 For a summary of this criticism, see Niditch, Oral World and Written Word, 4.  See 
also Finnegan, “How Oral is Oral Literature?” 52-64; “Literacy versus Non-Literacy,” 
112-44; Foley, “Word-Power, Performance, and Tradition,” 286-89.   
493 Lord, The Singer of Tales, 14-15.   
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performance technique.  For ritual to be effective, actions must be performed 

meticulously and words recited exactly.  Furthermore, cult singers at Ugarit may have 

sung in choirs— both KTU 4.103:41, 64, and the Akkadian language text RS 17.131:24 

refer to singers as a corporate group—and it is hard to imagine a group of singers 

coordinating concurrent extemporaneous performances.  

  Ruth Finnegan has documented a different technique of oral composition and 

performance among several societies in the South Pacific, which I argue offers a better 

model for understanding the daily routines of Ugaritic cults singers.494  In this method, a 

group of singers composes a new song in private, using many of the same techniques 

used by Parry and Lord’s Yugoslav bards, such as the manipulation of formulae and type 

scenes.  During this process, participants will often debate the merits of proposed poetic 

lines and suggest modifications. Once they have settled on a final version of the song, 

however, they teach the new compositions to others, who memorize it orally through the 

use of mnemonic devices.  Then after a period of intense rehearsal the singers perform 

the new song before an audience.495  Importantly, Finnegan notes that this technique is 

the favored mode of composition for songs performed in a ritual context—the same 

                                                
494 Ruth Finnegan, Literacy and Orality: Studies in the Technology of Communication 
(New York: Basil Blackwell, 1988), 95-101, citing evidence from Fiji, Kiribati, the 
Marquesas, Hawaii, the Cook Islands, and the Trobriands.  She cites further evidence 
from Somali, West Africa, and Alaska in “What is Oral Literature Anyway?  Comments 
in Light of Some African and Comparative Evidence.”  In Oral Literature and the 
Formula, eds. Benjamin A. Stolz and Richard S. Shannon (Ann Arbor: University of 
Michigan, 1976), 146-59.   
495 Finnegan, Literacy and Orality, 91-94, notes that this method of composition was 
practiced alongside the composition-in-performance technique, which was employed in 
the transmission of prose narrative, oratory, and taunt-songs performed by a single 
individual. 
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context where Ugaritic cult singers were active—and songs performed by a choir.496  I 

suggest therefore, that the cult singers at Ugarit employed a similar process in the 

composition and transmission of their songs.497  Finnegan also notes that this method of 

composition and transmission is much closer to the transmission of written texts than 

Parry and Lord’s composition-in-performance model: after the initial period of 

composition, singers strive to transmit the new song unchanged through recourse to 

mnemonic devices and extensive rehearsals.498   

 Unlike cult singers, scribes (sprm) played an indirect role in the religious life of 

Ugarit.  They do not participate directly in ritual in the surviving texts from Ugarit, but 

instead wrote out texts that provided the stage notes for the ritual drama.  Much to the 

chagrin of modern scholars, these ritual texts do not provide an exhaustive account of the 

ritual progression nor do they provide detailed instructions for conducting the ritual.499  

Instead, they contain an outline or précis of the ritual and assume that the reader or 

auditor knew how to perform most of the actions contained in the ritual.  Scribes also 

composed and transmitted narrative texts.  But, unlike the oral compositions performed 

by cult singers within the context of ritual, these compositions were one step removed 

from the ritual sphere and closer to the textual pole of the oral-textual continuum.  

Nevertheless, these texts served as a potential mechanism of transmission for the literate 

elite who could read them.   

                                                
496 Ibid., 102 
497 This is not to deny that other groups at Ugarit, such as storytellers, may have 
employed the composition-in-performance technique described by Parry and Lord. 
498 Finnegan, Literacy and Orality, 107.   
499 Pardee, Ritual and Cult, 3.    
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 Although scribes do not participate directly in ritual in the surviving Ugaritic 

texts, scribal techniques of composition and transmission at Ugarit mirror the techniques 

posited for cult singers in several significant ways.  Wilfred van Soldt has argued on the 

basis of contemporary Mesopotamian parallels that alphabetic scribes at Ugarit learned to 

copy texts through dictation and recitation.  He also suggests that the goal of scribal 

training was to commit a body of tradition to memory using writing as a mnemonic 

device and then use this information to compose new texts.500  If van Soldt is correct, 

then scribes and cult singers at Ugarit transmitted cultural information in similar ways: 

both groups learned verbal compositions through dictation and sought to pass them on 

largely unchanged through recitation.  The main difference consisted in their preferred 

safeguard for accurate transmission.  Whereas cult singers probably used traditional 

mnemonic devices and extensive rehearsals to ensure accuracy, scribes used writing.  

 Judging from these similarities, cult singers and scribes transmitted information 

about Athtart in similar ways due to their use of language as the main vehicle of cultural 

transmission. For cult singers, who relied on oral composition, this process entailed the 

manipulation of formulae, type scenes, and plot structures to create memorable hymns 

and narratives.  Scribes at Ugarit inherited many of these techniques from cult singers 

during the temporary and incomplete transition from oral to written transmission at 

Ugarit, and used them to create and transmit narratives.   
                                                
500 W. H. van Soldt, “Babylonian Lexical, Religious and Literary Texts and Scribal 
Education at Ugarit and its Implication for the Alphabetic Literary Texts,” in Ugarit: Ein 
ostmediterranes Kulturzentrum im Alten Orient.  Ergebnisse und Perspektiven der 
Forschung.  Band I: Ugarit und seine altorientalische Umwelt, eds. Mannfried Dietrich 
and Oswald Loretz (Abhandlungen zur Literatur Alt-Syrien-Palästinas 7; Münster: 
Ugarit, 1995), 177-78.   
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 One of the hallmarks of oral poetry and its transposition and development into 

written form both at Ugarit and in general is the use of formulae, stock phrases that 

express a given idea.  Within the context of verbal composition and transmission, 

formulae serve a metonymic function, recalling other parts of the tradition.501  What is 

more, formulae can survive for thousands of years, even as languages diverge and split, 

leaving their traces in related languages.  Such formulae consist of predominantly 

cognate words and are known as “inherited formulae.”  Calvert Watkins attributes the 

longevity of these formulae to a combination of enduring cultural saliency—formulae, as 

Lord recognized, often convey important themes—and mutability.502  Because of this 

mutability, inherited formulae do not need to contain exact cognates or preserve identical 

word order.  Lexical and syntactic changes can occur as long as semantic equivalence is 

preserved.  Such changes reflect variability in the transmission of the formula over the 

course of thousands upon thousands of recitations.  Cult singers and scribes at Ugarit 

were heirs to this stream of transmission.  Even the small number of verbal compositions 

dealing with Athtart at Ugarit—whether composed orally or in writing—preserve three 

formulae that are found in other Semitic languages—“rebuke sea” (*gaˤara Yamma / 

*gaˤara bi-Yammi), “Athtart, name of Baal” (*ˤAṯtartu simu/i Baˤli), and “Athtart the 

Huntress” (*ˤAṯtartu ṣawwadatu)—and therefore go back to an ancient stock of inherited 

material.  These formulae do not reflect the daily routines of cult singers and scribes at 

                                                
501 John Miles Foley, Immanent Art: From Structure to Meaning in Traditional Oral Epic 
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1991), 33, 133, 217, 252.      
502 Watkins, How to Kill a Dragon, 9-10.  See also Niditch, Oral World and Written 
Word, 11. 
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Late Bronze Age Ugarit, but rather reflect the routines of warriors and hunters at an 

earlier time period, as I will now demonstrate.   

 The first inherited formula associated with Athtart appears in the Baal cycle 

during Baal’s second battle with Yamm.  In KTU 1.2.4:28, Athtart interrupts the action to 

deliver a cryptic rebuke: “by name, Athtart rebukes (implied PN). bṯ O mighty Baal, bṯ 

Rider on the Clouds. For Prince Yamm is our captive, Judge Nahar our captive.” (bšm 

tgˤrm ˤṯtrt bṯ ảlỉyn bˤ[l] bṯ lrkb ˤrpt k šbyn zb[l ym] šbyn ṯpṭ nhr).  To date, most scholars 

have argued that Athtart is rebuking Baal, either for his hubris in trying to destroy the sea 

or for his hesitance in delivering the deathblow.  Depending on their interpretation of the 

passage, they translate the imperative bṯ as ‘be ashamed’ (from bwṯ), ‘scatter’ (from bṯṯ), 

or ‘dry up’ (cognate to ybs).503  Recently, however, Theodore Lewis has argued that 

Athtart is rebuking Yamm, not Baal, on the basis of several biblical parallels.  He notes 

that the root gˤr figures prominently in both nominal and verbal forms in scenes of 

mythic combat between Yahweh and a variety of aqueous foes including the sea (yām).504  

In Nahum 1:4, for example, Yahweh “rebukes the sea and he dries it up; he dries up all 

the rivers” (gôˤēr bay-yām way-yabšēhû wə-kol-han-nəhārôt heḥĕrîb). These parallels 

suggest to Lewis that Athtart performs a similar action in the Baal cycle: she aids Baal in 

                                                
503 See Lewis, “Athtartu’s Incantations,” 209-10, for a summary of the scholarship on this 
difficult passage.  None of these options are without problems. bwṯ ‘be ashamed’ does not 
make sense within the context of Baal’s triumph over Yamm; bṯṯ only means ‘to scatter’ 
in Arabic where it refers to the peaceful dispersal of people, messages, and ideas, not 
dismemberment; and the Arabic, Hebrew, and Aramaic verbs cited in support of the 
meaning ‘to dry up’ end in etymological s, not a ṯ.  Therefore, I would suggest leaving 
this verb untranslated.      
504 Ibid., 211-12.   
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his fight against Yamm by “rebuking” his aquatic opponent.505  Accordingly, he 

translates KTU 1.2.4:28 as “by name ‘Athtartu hexed (Yammu) (w/ the following words): 

‘Dry up (Yammu), O Mighty [Baal], Dry up (Yammu), O Rider of the Clouds! ‘ Indeed, 

Prince [Yammu] is our captive, Ruler Naharu is our captive.”506   

 This passage associates Athtart with the Northwest Semitic combat myth, a larger 

mythic complex with reflexes in the Hebrew Bible, the New Testament, and later 

Rabbinic literature.  As I have argued elsewhere, 507 the phrase “rebuke sea” (*gaˤara 

Yamma / *gaˤara bi-Yammi) forms an inherited Proto-Northwest Semitic formula that 

could be used in conjunction with a variety of verbs to describe the violent actions taken 

toward the tumultuous sea god. 508  As a Proto-Northwest Semitic formula, this phrase 

thus predates the Ugaritic texts and belongs to a stock of inherited traditional material.  

Ultimately, Athtart’s connection to an Ugaritic version of the Northwest Semitic combat 

myth suggests that she was a martial goddess, who may have been associated with 

warriors at some point in time.    

                                                
505 Lewis, “Athtartu’s Incantations,” 217 n. 63, points out that the root gˤr has more 
violent connotations than the English verb “rebuke” conveys and suggests “blast” or 
“hex” as possible translations. 
506 Ibid., 217.  
507 Aren M. Wilson-Wright, “Love Conquers All: Song of Songs 8:6b-8:7a as a Reflex of 
the Northwest Semitic Combat Myth” JBL 134.2 (2015): 337.   
508 gaˤara ACC and gaˤara bi- appear to be syntactic variants.  Both constructions appear 
in Biblical Hebrew with no apparent difference in meaning (compare Jer 29:27 and Psa 
9:6).  In Ugaritic, gaˤara bi- appears twice, in KTU 1.2.1:24 and KTU 1.114:14, while 
gaˤara with an elided ACC appears once in KTU 1.2.4:28.  The equivalence of these 
constructions permits the reconstruction of the Proto-Northwest Semitic formula *gaˤara 
Yamma / *gaˤara bi-Yammi on the basis of Hebrew gôˤēr bay-yām (Nah 1:4) and Ugaritic 
tgˤrm (ym) (KTU 1.2.4:28).    
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 The recently discovered KTU 1.180—which I argued above represents a 

transcription of an oral composition—supports the association of Athtart with the 

Northwest Semitic combat myth at a thematic level.  Excavators discovered this text 

alongside a divinatory manual, two contemplation rituals, and an incantation from the 

North Palace at Ras ibn Hani, Ugarit’s main port.509 Pardee published a preliminary 

translation of the first six lines of the text in 2007 and subsequently published a 

photograph and line drawing of the tablet in 2010 with Bordreuil and Hawley.510  He 

identifies KTU 1.180 as a “Hymn to Athtart” based on his vocalization and translation: 

 šuma ˤaṯtarti qāla yašir  May the name of ˤAṯtartu be sung 

 ˀiḏmara šuma labˀi   Let me sing the name of the lioness 

 šuma takaššidu lê[…]   By (her) name she is victorious over […] 

 taṣpiq laḥata dā gūri ˀili  She has banged shut the maw of the whelp  

      of El 

 namiru ḥaṯiratu ˤaṯtartu  A mighty panther is ˤAṯtartu 

 namiru ḥaṯiratu tarquṣu  As a mighty panther does she pounce 

This text depicts Athtart as a pugnacious deity who fights against cosmic enemies, much 

like Anat does in KTU 1.3.3:38-46.  The “whelp of El” in KTU 1.180 (gr ỉl) finds a good 

parallel in the “bitch of El” (klbt ỉlm) and “the calf of El” (ˤgl ỉl) mentioned in KTU 

                                                
509 The find spot of this text is puzzling since all of the other texts written by Ṯabilu were 
discovered at Ras Shamra proper.  Unfortunately, it is unclear whether Ṯabilu wrote this 
text at Ugarit or Ras ibn Hani.  Neutron activation analysis of the tablet could help 
determine whether it was produced using clay from Ras Shamra or clay from Ras ibn 
Hani and at least pinpoint its location of manufacture. 
510 Pardee, “Preliminary Presentation,” 27-39; Bordreuil, Hawley, and Pardee, “Données 
nouvelles,” 1630.  
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1.3.3:38-46.  KTU 1.180 also provides the earliest West Semitic evidence for associating 

Athtart with the lion.  

  Building on Pardee’s work, Smith has offered a revised translation of the first six 

lines of KTU 1.180 in two recent works on Athtart in Late Bronze Age Syrian texts: 

 
  The name of Athtart let my voice sing.   

  I will praise the name of the lion. 

  O name, may you be victorious over… 

  May you/she shut the jaws of El’s attackers. 

  A great panther is Athtart 

  A great panther that pounces.511   

Smith’s translation differs from Pardee’s in several respects.  While Pardee treats ql in 

line one as an untranslated adverbial accusative modifying the impersonal third 

masculine singular verb yašir, Smith treats ql as the subject of the cohortative verb 

yašira.512  Smith also takes issue with Pardee’s treatment of šm as an adverbial accusative 

meaning “by her name,” since as he points out, šm lacks a third feminine possessive 

suffix.  Instead, he translates šm a vocative.513  In line 4, he translates tṣpq lḥt gr dỉl as 

“may she shut the jaws of El’s attackers” on the basis of KTU 1.17 I 28-29, II 2-3, 18-19, 

which lists the readiness “to shut the jaws of his [father’s] detractors” (ṭbq . lḥt / nỉṣh) 

                                                
511 Smith, “‘Athtart in Late Bronze Age Syrian Texts,” 71-72; Poetic Heroes, 204. 
512 Ibid., “‘Athtart in Late Bronze Age Syrian Texts,” 72; Poetic Heroes, 204. Pardee, 
“Preliminary Presentation,” 30, leaves this word untranslated in his edition of the text; it 
should mean something like “aloud.” 
513 Smith “‘Athtart in Late Bronze Age Syrian Texts,” 72; Poetic Heroes, 204. 
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among the duties of a pious son.514  This translation suffers from linguistic problems, 

however.  The verb gry ‘to attack’ comes from a third weak root and—as Tropper has 

documented—such roots retain the final y in the participle.515  In other words, the phrase 

“the jaws of El's attackers” would appear as lḥt gry dỉl in Ugaritic orthography and not lḥt 

gr dỉl.  Thus, it is preferable to see gr dỉl as one of Athtart’s cosmic enemies as Pardee 

does.   

 Although Smith’s translation offers several advantages over Pardee’s, particularly 

in the treatment of ql and šm, I would like to offer my own vocalization and translation of 

this important text, which I argue better captures its grammatical nuances:    

 šuma ˤAṯtarti qālī yašira     May my voice sing the name of Athtart 

 ˀiḏmara šuma labīˀi    Let me rhapsodize the name of the lion 

 šuma tukaššid l[…]    The name that conquered l… 

 tuṣappiq516 laḥāta dā gūri ˀili   She struck the jaws of El’s whelp 

                                                
514 Ibid.  In this regard, Smith sees Athtart performing a typically male role of defending 
her father against slander.   
515 Josef Tropper, Ugaritische Grammatik: Zweite, stark überarbeitete und erweiterte 
Auflage (AOAT 273; Münster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2012), 195.   
516 Pardee, “Preliminary Presentation,” 36, translates the otherwise unattested verb ṣpq in 
line 4 on the basis of Classical Arabic ṣafaqa ‘to bang shut (of a door)’, but this meaning 
is unlikely. Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Freytag, Lexicon Arabico-Latinum (4 vols.; Halle: 
C. A. Schwetschke and Sons, 1830-1837), 2:505; A. de Biberstein Kazimirski, 
Dictionaire arabe-français (2 vols.; Paris: Maisonneuve, 1860), 1:1348; and William 
Edward Lane, Maddu-l-Kamoos.  An Arabic-English Dictionary (8 vols.; London: 
Williams & Norgate, 1863-1893), 4:1700, all give the primary meaning of this verb as ‘to 
strike something hard so as to make a noise’.  It only means ‘to bang shut’ by semantic 
extension and even then it only applies to doors, not jaws.  Thus, I prefer to translate tṣpq 
as ‘strike’.  Another possibility would be to relate tṣpq to Ge‘ez ṣafaqa, which means ‘to 
press together’ in the causative stem.  While tṣpq cannot represent the causative of ṣpq in 
Ugaritic, but it could represent the D stem, which often shares its semantics with the C 
stem. 
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 namiru ḥaṯir(a)tu517 ˤAṯtartu   A proud panther is Athtart 

 namiru ḥaṯir(a)tu tarquṣu   A proud panther that pounces 

   
Extending Smith’s insight about line 6, I treat the phrase šm tkšd in line 3 as construct 

relative with šm governing the third feminine singular verb tkšd.  The word šm ‘name’ 

typically takes masculine agreement in the Semitic languages, but the existing Ugaritic 

texts do not furnish any evidence for its gender in Ugaritic.  It could take feminine 

agreement in Ugaritic or it could be construed as feminine in this line because it refers to 

a goddess.  In either case, “name” here refers to Athtart, who is identified by name in line 

1.  I have also adopted Pardee’s interpretation of line 4 since it makes more sense in the 

context of combat that the poem depicts, and I have proposed new translations of the 

words tṣpq and ḥṯrt    

                                                
517 Pardee, “Preliminary Presentation,” 37, links the adjective ḥṯrt to the Arabic verbal 
root ḥaṯara ‘to be thick and hard; be or become large or great’, which only appears in 
Régis Blachère, Moustafa Chouémi, and Claude Denizeau, Dictionnaire arabe-fraçnais-
anglais (langue classique et moderne) (Paris: Maisonneuve et Larose, 1964), 2086.  W. 
G. E. Watson, “Non-Semitic Words in the Ugaritic Lexicon (7)” UF 40 (2008): 551-52, 
by contrast, relates ḥṯrt to Egyptian ḥsꜢ ‘fierce, savage’, but ḥṯrt and ḥsꜢ are unlikely to be 
cognates at the Egypto-Semitic level. Regular consonant correspondences between Proto-
Semitic and Egyptian have yet to be established, so it is often difficult to determine which 
words are cognate.  Furthermore, the structure of the Semitic family does not favor a 
genetic relationship between ḥṯrt and ḥsꜢ.  Because ḥṯrt only occurs in Ugaritic (and 
possibly Arabic), it cannot be reconstructed to Proto-Semitic.  We must therefore imagine 
a scenario where Proto-Semitic *ḥṯr was lost independently in East Semitic, Ethio-
Semitic, Modern South Arabian, Arabic, Sayḥadic, Hebrew, and Aramaic to account for 
the distribution of data.  Such a sequence of events is implausible.  Nor is ḥṯrt likely to be 
an Egyptian loanword into Ugaritic.  As Yoshiyuki Muchiki, Egyptian Proper Names and 
Loanwords in Northwest Semitic (SBL Dissertation Series 173; Atlanta: SBL Press, 
1999), 313-14, notes, Egyptian s becomes ś and Egyptian Ꜣ becomes ả rather than r in 
other Egyptian loanwords into Ugaritic.  Syriac provides a potential cognate in ḥtar ‘to be 
or become proud’, although it is unclear whether the Syriac root ḥtr goes back to *ḥtr or 
*ḥṯr due to the lack of other cognates. 
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 The remainder of KTU 1.180 is hard to interpret due to both the gaps in the text 

and the obscurity of its vocabulary.  Yet it is still possible to draw several conclusions 

about the content of the narrative contained in the tablet based on Pardee’s line drawing.  

Athtart remains the main character throughout the text.  Her name appears in lines 8, 16, 

and 32’ and can be reconstructed in line 14 based on parallels with line 16.  Even when 

she is not explicitly mentioned, third feminine singular verbs in both the prefix and suffix 

conjugation appear throughout the text: trd ‘she goes down’ in line 12, tštql ‘she 

descends’ in line 13, qm tqm ‘she indeed arises’ in line 16, ˤlhm rḥmt ‘she has mercy 

upon them’ in line 29’, and tỉtmr ‘she watches’ in line 32’.  Lines 30’-33’ preserves a 

possible description of Athtart’s preparations for hunting or battle: “bow and arrow… a 

kupṯu-hat (her) head, she watches… Athtart indeed [does something]” (ủṯpt w qšt / ⎡l/ṣ⎤m 

t l ṣ n ˤ/t ⎡-⎤[---] l mšth kpṯ rỉš / tỉtmr b [-----] n ỉ n ˤṯtrt rṯủ / trṯỉ . y⎡mnh .⎤). Based on the 

content of the text, it seems likely that KTU 1.180 was known among Athtart’s cult 

singer(s), who are mentioned in KTU 4.168 (šr . ˤṯtrt). 

 In an article on the use of divine names as weapons, Lewis notes a potential 

similarity between the opening of KTU 1.180 and the catalog of Anat’s mythological 

victories in KTU 1.3.3:36-46.  The ‘whelp of El’ (gr ỉl) in line 4 of RIH 98/02 provides a 

close semantic parallel to ‘the bitch of El’ (klbt ỉl) that Anat strikes in KTU 1.3.3.45.518  

Following Pardee, he points out that the word for jaws used in line 5 (lḥt) is cognate with 

the word for jaw used in Job 40:26 (Eng. 41:2) where Yahweh asks Job, “can you put a 

rope in its [=Leviathan’s] nose?  Or can you pierce its jaw with a hook?” (hă-tāšîm 

                                                
518 Lewis, “Athtartu’s Incantations,” 226.   
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ˀagmôn bə-ˀappô û-bə-ḥôaḥ tiqqôb leḥĕyô).  Based on this linguistic similarity, Lewis 

proposes restoring tn as the final letters of line three so that the full line would read “the 

name which conquered Lī[tan]” (šm tkšd l[tn]).  Based on this restoration, he then 

suggests that KTU 1.180 may contain a reflex of the Northwest Semitic combat myth 

referring to the jaws of Leviathan.519  Lewis’s proposal would be more convincing, 

however, if lḥt and l[tn] appeared in construct in KTU 1.180.520  As it stands, however, 

they occur in separate lines and refer to different opponents: the jaws that Athtart strikes 

belong to El’s whelp, not the enigmatic l[...].  Yet it is still possible to accept Lewis’s 

conclusion, at least provisionally, if not his argumentation.  In Anat’s catalog of victories 

in KTU 1.3.3:36-46 the only opponent whose name begins with an l is Lītan, so it seems 

likely that Athtart’s enemy here is also Lītan.  Moreover, Athtart is associated with a 

version of the Northwest Semitic combat myth in KTU 1.2.4:28, rebuking Yamm and 

encouraging Baal to take a violent action toward him.  It would not be surprising, 

therefore, if there were a tradition of her confronting Lītan as well.521 

 The Kirta Epic and the Baal Cycle, both written down by Ilīmilku, contain a 

second inherited formula associated with Athtart.  In the Kirta Epic KTU 1.16.6:54-57, 

King Kirta curses his son Yassubu with the following words: “May Horanu break, my 

son, may Horanu break your head, Athtart name of Baal, your skull!” (yṯbr ḥrn ybn yṯbr 

ḥrn rỉšk ˤṯtrt šm bˤl qdqdk).  A character whose name falls into a lacuna utters a similar 

curse in a very fragmentary section of the Baal Cycle (KTU 1.2.1:7-8): “May Horanu 
                                                
519 Ibid., 226-27.   
520 leḥĕyô is the formal equivalent of a construct phrase in that the third masculine 
singular suffix refers back to Leviathan 
521 The full publication KTU 1.180 may help clarify the import of this broken line.   
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break, O Yamm, may Horanu break your head, Athtart name of Baal your skull!” (yṯ[br 

ḥrn yymm yṯbr ḥrn] rỉšk ˤṯtrt š[m bˤl qdqdk]). Taken together, these two passages show 

that Athtart was conceived of as an aggressive deity at Ugarit in some circles.  More 

importantly, the phrase “Athtart name of Baal” finds an exact parallel in the 5th century 

B.C.E. Phoenician inscription from Sidon (KAI 14:18), where the Sidonian king 

Eshmunazor boasts that he built a temple for “Ashtart name of Baal” (ˤštrt šm bˤl).  For 

many years, scholars were divided on how to translate the noun šm in these texts; some 

favored ‘name’, while others opted for ‘heavens’ or even ‘wife’.522  The 15th century Tell 

el-Borg stele discussed in Chapter Two shows that šm must mean ‘name’.  In this 

inscription, the horse trainer Betu invokes “Reshep, lord of the estate(?) of the stables” 

and “Athtart of the Name” (ršp nb pr ỉḥw / ˤstrt rn), where rn can only be the Egyptian 

word for ‘name’.523  The similarities between these three formulae allow us to reconstruct 

                                                
522 See Lewis, “Athtartu’s Incantations,” 208-9, for the history of scholarship on this 
formula. 
523 Hoffmeier and K. A. Kitchen, “Reshep and Astarte,” 132, suggest that this epithet is a 
translation and truncation of the full Semitic formula “Athtart, name of Baal.”  Lewis, 
“Athtartu’s Incantations,” 226, tentatively suggests that the Egyptian variant reflects the 
power inherent in Athtart’s own name, citing Pardee’s translation of KTU 1.180:3, “By 
(her) name she conquered…” (šm tkšd) (220).  As Smith, “‘Athtart in Late Bronze Age 
Syrian Texts,” 72; Poetic Heroes, 204, points out, however, Pardee’s translation of this 
line presents several grammatical difficulties, including the otherwise unattested use of an 
adverbial accusative as an instrumental.  Thus, it seems preferable to interpret šm as the 
head noun in a construct phrase, which removes the evidence for Lewis’s proposal.         
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an inherited Northwest Semitic524 formula *ˤAṯtartu simu/i Baˤli meaning either ‘Athtart, 

name of Baal’ or ‘Athtart of Baal’s name’525  

 Although the Betu stele shows that ˤṯtrt šm bˤl must mean ‘Athtart name of Baal’, 

it is unclear how and why Athtart became associated with Baal’s name in the first place.  

P. Kyle McCarter argues that this title marks Athtart as a hypostasis of Baal, much like 

the name “Tanit, face of Baal” marks Tanit as a hypostasis of Baal.526  Drawing on S. D. 

McBrides’s study of the Deuteronomistic “name theology,” he suggests that such 

hypostases reflect “the cultically available presence [of the deity] in the temple.”527  

Unfortunately, McCarter’s theory rests on an anachronistic understanding of ancient near 

Eastern divinities informed by later Christian theology.  He assumes that male deities 

were transcendent beings whose interactions with humanity had to be mediated by more 

accessible, but less powerful female deities within a temple context.  He even goes so far 

as to suggest that many ancient Near Eastern goddesses, such as Anat and Asherah, began 

life as the personification of certain qualities or attributes of male deities.528 Furthermore, 

                                                
524 Both Ugaritic and Phoenician are Northwest Semitic languages.  The genetic 
affiliation of Betu’s native, Semitic language is unknown, but since he came from the 
Levant, it seems likely that it was a Northwest Semitic language as well.   
525 Because none of the examples of this formula appear in vocalized texts, it is unclear 
whether Athtart occurs in construct with “name of Baal” or in apposition to it. To date, 
scholars have almost unanimously adopted the first translation—regardless of how they 
understand šm—even though both translations are linguistically possible.  To reflect this 
ambiguity, I have reconstructed both options. 
526 P. Kyle McCarter, “Aspects of the Religion of the Israelite Monarchy,” in Ancient 
Israelite Religion: Essays in Honor of Frank Moore Cross, eds. P.D. Miller, Jr., Paul D. 
Hanson, and S. Dean McBride (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987), 147.   
527 S. D. McBride, The Deuteronomic Name Theology (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation; 
Harvard University, 1969).   
528 He argues, for example, that the names Anat and Asherah come from *ˤantu DN  
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his use of the term hypostasis is both anachronistic and theologically loaded.  In using it, 

he implies that Baal represented the ultimate reality of Ugaritic religious life and that 

Athtart was only a manifestation of this reality. Less problematically, Lewis argues that 

Athtart was associated with Baal’s name because she could wield the power inherent in it 

as a weapon, according to his interpretation of KTU 1.4.2:28: “by name ‘Athtartu hexed 

(Yammu) (w/ the following words): ‘Scatter/Dry up (Yammu), O Mighty [Baal], 

Scatter/Dry up (Yammu), O Rider of the Clouds! ‘ Indeed, Prince [Yammu] is our 

captive, Ruler Naharu is our captive.”529  Yet the text does not offer any compelling 

grammatical reason to interpret šm as a reference to Baal’s name; given the agonistic 

context of the narrative, it seems more likely that Athtart is “calling Yamm out” by name.  

Due to the current scarcity of data, it is unlikely that we will arrive at a definitive 

interpretation of this title.   All that can be said is that the epithet “name of Baal” shows 

that Athtart was associated with Baal in some vague and ill-defined way in Egypt, Ugarit, 

and Sidon.530      

 The third inherited formula appears in a description of Athtart’s prowess as a 

huntress.  Two texts from Ugarit depict Athtart as a huntress, KTU 1.92, written by 

Ṯabilu, and KTU 1.114.  KTU 1.92 contains an extended description of Athtart’s hunting 

expedition to the steppe land.  The right side and bottom quarter of the tablet are broken 

so that the end of each line of the recto and the beginning of each line of the verso are 
                                                                                                                                            
‘sign of DN’ and *ˀaṯiratu DN ‘trace of DN’ respectively.  McCarter, “Aspects of the 
Religion,” 149 n. 69, attributes the existence of goddesses with cognate names in 
different cultures to a cross-cultural tendency to form feminine hypostases using the same 
linguistic material, rather than the diffusion of different proto-forms. 
529 Lewis, “Athtartu’s Incantations,” 216.   
530 None of these sites preserve evidence to suggest that Baal and Athtart were consorts.   
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missing.  Pardee produced a new edition of this text in 2008 based on an autopsy of the 

tablet:531 

 

 1) d ṯbỉl    Of/by Ṯabˀilu 

 2) ˤṯtrt ṣwd[t…]   Athtart, the Hunt[ress…] 

 3) tlk bmdb⎡r⎤[…]   She walks in the steppe… 

 4) tḥd ˤn w hl[…]   She looks and there… 

 5) wtglṯ thmt . ˤ⎡-⎤[…]  And the Deep flows… 

 6) yṣỉ .  ǵlh tḥmd[…]   goes out.  She desires her thicket… 

 7) mrḥh l ảdr t⎡-⎤[…]   Her spear for the mighty (animal?), she… 

 8) tṯb ˤṯtrt b ǵl⎡h⎤[…]   Athtart sits in her thicket… 

 9) qrẓ tšt l šmả⎡l⎤[…]   She sets a cypress to her left… 

 10) ảrbḫ ˤnh tšủ w⎡-⎤[…]  An ẢRBḪ.  She raises her eyes and… 

 11) ảylt tǵpy ṯr . ṯ⎡r⎤[…]  A doe rests, a bull… 

 12) bqr . mrḥh . tỉ⎡ḫ⎤[d…]  at the pool.  She takes her spear… 

 13) š⎡ḫ⎤rh bm ymn t⎡-⎤[…]   Her ŠḪR in her right hand 

 14) ⎡-š⎤pl bˤl ˤb⎡-⎤[…]  She brings low the lord of… 

 15) ṯr ảbh ỉl . tṯr⎡m⎤[…]  Bull, her father, El she serves… 

 16) tšlḥm yrḫ . ggn[…]  She feeds Yariḫ, the throat…  

 17) k[-]⎡-⎤rš . ḫssm[…]  …wise…   
                                                
531 Dennis Pardee, “Deux tablettes ougaritiques de la main d’un même scribe, trouvées 
sur deux sites distincts: RS 19.039 et RIH 98/02,” Semitica et Classica 1 (2008): 13-20.  
The following English translation is my own.   
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 18) ⎡-⎤[----]⎡-⎤m ˤṯt⎡r⎤[t…]  …Athtar[t]… 

 19) […]ṯ⎡r⎤[…]   ….  

 20’) […]⎡-⎤t b nǵr krm  …with the guard of the vineyard 

 21’) […]⎡-⎤ảbh . krm ảr  …her father, the vineyard of ẢR 

 22’) […]ỉ . mḥtrt . pṯtm  … a MḤTRT of flax  

 23’ […]⎡---⎤ . ủšpǵt tỉšr  …an ủšpǵt-garment of cypress 

 24’) […]⎡-⎤mh . nšảt ẓl k kbkbm …she raises a gleam like the stars 

 25’) […]⎡-⎤b km kbkb tk⎡-⎤n  …like a star she remains firm(?) 

 26’) […]⎡-⎤lả bˤl yḥmdnh . yrṯy …Baal desires him/her/it. He enumerates 

 27’) […]⎡n⎤ˤm⎡h⎤ dmrn . lpnh yrd …his/her/its beauty Dimarān. Before  

      him/her/it he descends 

 28’) […]⎡ả⎤lỉy⎡n⎤ bˤl . šm⎡-⎤ rgbt . yủ …Almighty Baal… 

 29’) […]⎡-⎤mn[-] w srmy⎡-(-)-⎤rnh    … 

 30’) […]⎡-⎤ǵr[-]⎡-⎤nyhpdr . ttǵr …you (ms)/she is guarded  

 31’) […]⎡-⎤[…]šrk . ảl ttn . l n … do not give to… 

 32’) […]⎡---⎤tn l rbd   …give to the bed 

 33’) […]⎡-⎤ˤlthwyn   … 

 34’) […]⎡-⎤ ˤrpt   … clouds 

 35’) […]⎡-⎤n . w mnủdg  … 

 36’) […]l ảlỉyn bˤl   …to Almighty Baal 

 37’) […]l rkb ˤrpt   …to the Rider of the Clouds 
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 The narrative follows Athtart on a hunting trip from her initial journey into the 

wild to her successful killing of prey.  Afterward she prepares game for her father El and 

the dog-like deity Yariḫ, who also appear in KTU 1.114.      

 The verso of the tablet describes a subsequent scene potentially involving Athtart 

and Baal, although Athtart’s name does not appear in the extant portions of this section.  

Smith cites this scene as a possible reference to a sexual encounter between Baal and 

Athtart, focusing specifically on lines 26’: “Baal desires him/her/it” (bˤl yḥmdnh).532  

Smith also cites the noun rbd ‘bed’ in line 32’ and the verb thwyn, which he translates as 

‘you (ms) will desire’ in line 33’, and as possible evidence for this interpretation, but 

cautions that “there is no particularly firm evidence for the god and goddess as consorts, 

as held by some scholars.”533  The same holds true for the passage in question.  It is 

unclear, for example, to whom or what the third singular suffixes on yḥmdnh ‘he desires 

him/her/it’ in line 26’ and nˤmh ‘his/her/its beauty’ in line 27’ refer since their antecedent 

has disappeared along with the right side of the tablet.  And since Athtart’s name does not 

appear in the extant portion of the verso, Baal could just as easily desire someone or 

something else.534  Furthermore, even if KTU 1.92 did explicitly refer to Baal’s desire for 

Athtart, this desire does not imply that they are consorts or have a sexual relationship.  

After all, Athtart may not reciprocate his feelings.  Therefore, KTU 1.92 does not provide 

definitive or even plausible evidence for treating Baal and Athtart as consorts.535   

                                                
532 Smith, “‘Athtart in Late Bronze Age Syrian Texts,” 59.   
533 Smith, Poetic Heroes, 197; “‘Athtart in Late Bronze Age Syrian Texts,” 59-60. 
534 Much as Athtart does in line six of verso: “she desires her thicket” (ǵlh tḥmd). 
535 The most convincing piece of evidence for pairing Baal and Athtart as consorts comes 
from a neo-Punic building inscription from Mididi in Tunisia: “The sanctuary built for 
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 KTU 1.114, found in the House of the Hurrian Priest (see figure 21), also depicts 

Athtart as a huntress.536  The first section of this tablet describes a drinking banquet 

hosted by El at his house and his overindulgence in wine; the final section of the tablet 

contains a cure for hangover.  Athtart and her divine companion Anat perform two 

actions in this paramythological text.  In lines 9 and 10, they prepare meat for the dog-

like god Yariḫ.  Then, after El overindulges, they hunt for ingredients to cure his 

hangover, in lines 22-28’: “Anat and Athtart hunt… Athtart and Anat… they brought 

back his stuff (?) with them.  As they heal, he is revived” (ˤnt / wˤṯtrt . tṣdn… [ˤṯ]⎡t⎤rt . 

wˤn⎡t⎤[…] w bhm . tṯṯb . ⎡–m⎤dh[…] km . trpả . hn nˀr).  Due to the fragmentary state of 

these lines, the exact nature of their quarry remains unknown.  The cure for hangover that 

follows this episode, however, may suggest that Anat and Athtart sought out herbal 

remedies such as the “hair of the dog” (šˤr klb) and “the upper part of the pqq-plant and 

its shoot” (rỉš . pqq . w šrh) for El.  Presumably, the narrative that occupies the majority 

of the tablet is a historiola intended to legitimize the cure for hangover by giving it a 

divine imprimatur.  If this is the case, then Anat and Athtart probably employed the same 

ingredients listed on the tablet to heal El.       

                                                                                                                                            
Ashtart, wife of Baal; the citizens of Mididi built (it) (mqdš bnˀ lˤštrt št bˤl / bnˀ bˤlˀ 
hmyddm).  Unlike KTU 1.92, this inscription states explicitly that Ashtart is Baal’s wife 
(št, an apocopated form of ˀšt).  Nevertheless, we cannot interpret KTU 1.92 or any of the 
other Ugaritic texts dealing with Athtart through the lens of a single neo-Punic 
inscription.  Hundreds of years and hundreds of miles separate these texts and it would be 
naïve to assume that the conception of Athtart’s relationship to Baˤl remained unchanged 
in that time period.  See M. H.  Fantar, “L’achéologie punique en Tunisie 1991-1995,” 
Revue des études phéniciennes-puniques et des antiquités libyques 11 (1999): 61 fig. 9, 
for this inscription.   
536 For this text see Dennis Pardee, Les textes paramythologiques de la 24e campagne 
(1961)  (RSO 4; Paris: Éditions Recherche sur les Civilisations, 1988), 15.   
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            Athtart’s association with hunting was not limited to the Ugaritic text corpus.  As 

noted in the previous chapter, texts from both Emar and Saba mention “the hunt of 

Athtar(t)” (*ṣayadu ˤAṯtar(t)i), while the Aramaic text in Demotic script refers to Athtart 

as a “huntress” (ṣydt).  Taken together, the Ugaritic, Emarite, Sabaic, and Aramaic 

evidence suggests the existence of a Proto-West Semitic formula “Hunt of Athtar(t) 

(*ṣaydu ˤAṯtar(t)i) with the variant “Athtart the Huntress” (*ˤAṯtartu ṣayyadatu).  These 

formulae, in turn, ultimately reflect the practices of West Semitic speakers around 

approximately 3000 B.C.E., when hunting was a more important mode of subsistence than 

at Late Bronze Age Ugarit. The survival of this formula into Ugaritic attests to the 

continued cultural salience of hunting for West Semitic populations over hundreds of 

years. The phrase “Athtart the Huntress” (ˤṯtrt ṣwd[t]) in KTU 1.92 thus constitutes an 

ancient inherited formula.   

 Overall, the daily routines of cult singers and scribes had little overt effect on the 

form of Athtart that they transmitted.  Indeed, the content of these narratives and the 

inherited formulae that they contain often reflect the daily routines of different social 

groups at a time period much earlier than the Late Bronze Age (1550-1180 B.C.E.).537  

The inherited West Semitic formula “hunt of Athtar” found in altered form in KTU 1.92, 

for example, may ultimately reflect a form of Athtart worshipped by West Semitic 

hunters during the early 3rd millennium B.C.E. to guarantee success in the hunt. Athtart’s 

connection to the Northwest Semitic combat myth, her use of the formula “rebuke sea,” 
                                                
537 No doubt both hunting and martial arts continued to be practiced at Ugarit in the Late 
Bronze Age, but it is unclear whether—and to what extent—the daily routines of warriors 
and hunters at Late Bronze Age Ugarit affected the representation of Athtart as huntress 
and warrior, which cult singers and scribes transmitted in verbal form. 
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and her representation as a martial deity, on the other hand, most likely reflect a form of 

Athtart worshipped by warriors.  The reason for this lack of influence, I suggest, stems 

from the tendency of sensational narratives to be more memorable and thus survive 

repeated retelling better than non-sensational narratives.538  The daily routines of cult 

singers and scribes, while indispensible for transmitting verbal compositions, did not 

make for interesting stories, especially compared with the daily routines of hunters and 

warriors.  In the course of repeated transmission, a story about a hunting goddess has the 

potential to be memorable and stands a good chance of being passed on again and again; 

a story about a scribal goddess, less so.  At the same time, however, cult singers and 

scribes were one of the few groups in the ancient world to have access to multiple, older 

forms of Athtart due to their use of stories and formulae stemming from different time 

depths.  Thus, their daily routines may have led to the blending of different forms of 

Athtart.   

 

V. Other Forms of Athtart at Ugarit   
 

 Many other forms of Athtart are attested sporadically in the texts from Ugarit, 

including potentially a non-narrative simplex form of Athtart, a riverine Athtart, Athtart 

NDRG, Athtart ẢBḎR, Athtart at Mari, an “incantational” form of Athtart, an equestrian 

Athtart, and a Cypriot form of Athtart.  With the possible exception of the riverine and 

                                                
538 Allyssa McCabe and Carole Peterson, “What Makes a Narrative Memorable?”  
Applied Psycholinguistics 11 (1990): 73-82, have demonstrated experimentally that 
sensational stories are more memorable than non-sensational ones.  
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equestrian Athtarts, it is unclear how these forms of Athtart relate to the daily routines of 

Ugarit’s inhabitants and indeed whether they are related to the better-known forms of 

Athtart discussed above.  I mention them here for the sake of completeness.   

 Three short and fragmentary texts potentially refer to the simplex form of Athtart 

in a non-narrative context, but they do not provide any background for the veneration of 

this form of Athtart.  KTU 1.49:6’, from the house of the high priest, mentions the 

offering of a sheep or goats to Athtart (l ˤṯtrt[…]) while KTU 1.50:3’, also from the house 

of the high priest, states that six of something are to be given to Athtart (⎡ṯ⎤ṯ . l 

ˤṯtrt[…]).539  Both of these references to Athtart could be missing a following epithet.  

KTU 4.219, a record of wine sold to shrines and individuals on a monthly basis, mentions 

the distribution of 18 units of wine to the temple of Athtart (bt ˤṯtrt).540  This tablet was 

found in room 73 of the royal palace (see figure 22), which suggests that the palace had 

control over this temple or was at least responsible for provisioning it. 

 KTU 1.179, from the house of Urtenu (see figure 21), may reflect the existence of 

a riverine cult of Athtart in the environs of Ugarit.  Line 18 of this enigmatic 

incantational text refers to “the wadi of Athtart in Raḥbānu” (nḫl . ˤṯtrt . b rḥbn), which 

could be a river that was sacred to or protected by some form of Athtart.541  If this is the 

case, then this form of Athtart could correspond to routines associated with a riverine 

way of life, such as fishing or shipping.  KTU 1.81, on the other hand, names Athtart 

                                                
539 For these texts see Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:336-8 and 342-4 respectively.   
540 PRU II, 111-13.   
541 For this text see Marguerite Yon and Daniel Arnaud, eds., Études ougaritiques I. 
Travaux 1985-1995 (RSO 14; Paris: Éditions Recherche sur les Civilisations, 2001), 393-
405.    
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NDRG and Athtart ẢBḎR as the recipients of offerings, but does not provide any more 

information about these deities.542  Even the original language of  the epithets NDRG and 

ẢBḎR remains obscure.   

 The paramythological text “Horanu and the Mare” (KTU 1.100) distinguishes 

between two different forms of Athtart on a geographic basis: one from Inbubu and one 

from Mari.543  In this text, a semi-divine Mare asks the sun goddess Šapšu to request an 

incantation against snakebite from a series of deities.  In line 23, Šapšu brings the Mare’s 

request to Anat and Athtart in Inbubu (ˤnt w ˤṯtrt ỉnbbh), while in line 34b she brings it to 

Athtart in Mari (ˤṯtrt mrh).  The location of Inbubu is unknown—it appears only in 

mythological texts and so it may not refer to an actual locale.544  Mari, by contrast, was a 

well-known Syrian city-state on the middle Euphrates, which flourished under a local 

Amorite dynasty during the Old Babylonian period (1830-1759 B.C.E.). Smith argues that 

the invocation of two different forms of Athtart in KTU 1.100 “may reflect an 

acknowledgment that ‘Athtart was known and distinguished from Ishtar at Mari.”545  If 

this is the case, then we must explain how the creator of this text learned about the 

religious practices of Mari, especially since Mari ceased to be an international power 

after Hammurapi sacked it in 1756 B.C.E.  Two equally plausible options present 

themselves: cultural contact during the Old Babylonian period and genetic inheritance.  

During the Old Babylonian period, the king of Mari, Zimri-Lim, and his entourage visited 

                                                
542 Pardee, Les textes rituels, 1:40-42.     
543 Pardee, Les textes paramythologiques, 198; Ritual and Cult at Ugarit, 172-9.   
544 The text does not indicate whether Inbubu was Athtart’s regular abode or whether it 
was only home to Athtart when she was paired with Anat.   
545 Smith, “‘Athtart in Late Bronze Age Syrian Texts,” 76; Poetic Heroes, 201.   
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Ugarit and paid homage to several of the local gods, which provides a plausible context 

for the introduction of Athtart at Mari.546  Perhaps Zimri-Lim or one of his courtiers 

could have remarked that the form of Athtart he encountered at Ugarit was similar to 

Ishtar in Mari.547  It is also possible that the ruling dynasty of Ugarit and the ruling 

dynasty of Mari came from the same ‘Amorite’ stock, as Pardee has recently 

suggested.548  This scenario would account for the similarity in language and form 

between the Ugaritic and Marite entry rituals.549  

 The pairing of Anat and Athtart in “Horanu and the Mare” (KTU 1.100) as well as 

the “Drunkenness of El” (KTU 1.114) and the “Incantation against Serpents” (KTU 

1.107) has led some scholars to suggest that Anat and Athtart had begun to merge into a 

single goddess—later called Atargatis—already in Late Bronze Age Ugarit or that they 

were aspects of a single, great goddess.550  This suggestion is flawed for three reasons.  

First, the pairing of Anat and Athtart in these texts does not reflect a widespread 

phenomenon, but rather the view of one individual or group of people.  All three texts 

come from room ten in the House of the Hurrian Priest (see figure 21), suggesting that 
                                                
546 P.  Villard, “Un roi de Mari à Ugarit,” UF 18 (1986): 387-412. 
547 Yon, The City of Ugarit, 16, points out that Ugarit was continuously inhabited from 
the 18th century B.C.E. onward, with no archaeological signs of upheaval or conquest.  
Such a situation would allow for the continuous transmission of information about the 
form of Athtart at Mari. For an overview of the worship of Ištar at Mari during this time 
period see Juan Oliva, El culto sirio de Ishtar: Una aproximación a la diosa erótica y 
guerrara en los textos acadios occidentales (Murcia: Universidad de Murcia, 2000), 25-
44. 
548 Pardee, Les textes rituels, I, 222.   
549 See footnote 7 above 
550 See, for example, Albright, “The Evolution of the West-Semitic Divinity,” 88; and 
Nicholas Wyatt, “Astarte,” in Dictionary of Deities and Demons, 2nd ed., eds. Karel van 
der Toorn, Bob Becking, and Pieter W. van der Horst (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 111-12 with 
references to similar works.     



 219 

they reflected the daily routine of the Hurrian Priest in some way. Second, the name 

Atargatis (ˤtrˤth) cannot come from a merger of the names Athtart and Anat.551  The most 

common Greek transcription of the name is Ἀταργάτις and while Ἀταρ, the first element 

of Ἀταργάτις, does reflect the later Aramaic form of Athtar (ˤtr), γάτις cannot come from 

ˤAnat.  As the Ugaritic texts show, the name ˤAnat began with the voiced pharyngeal 

fricative ˤ, which usually comes into Greek as ø.552  γάτις (< *ˤth), by contrast—if indeed 

a Ugaritic term—reflects a word that began with a ǵ, the voiced velar fricative, which 

corresponds to Greek gamma.553  Third and most importantly, such theories rest on 

problematic assumptions about divine and human gender.  As Jo Ann Hackett has shown, 

much of the scholarship of ancient Near Eastern religion reflects the assumption that 

human women are unchanging and interchangeable.554 Such assumptions are theoretically 

problematic and overlook the evidence of the ancient texts themselves.  Not only were 

Anat and Athtart not interchangeable, the various forms of Athtart were not 

interchangeable because they were associated with different sets of daily routines.  

Instead, I suggest that the Hurrian priest or a member of his group paired Anat and 

Athtart because they were both associated warfare and hunting at Ugarit.                

 KTU 1.86, a fragmentary omen text from courtyard 5 of the royal palace (see 

figure 22), refers to Athtart’s horse, which hints at the possibly of an equestrian form of 
                                                
551 In KTU 1.114:26’, the order of these goddesses is reversed.   
552 Compare, for example, Greek Αζηκα from Hebrew ˤăzēqâ */ˤăzēqâ/ in the Septuagint 
version of Josh 10:10. 
553 Compare, for example, Greek Γάζα from Hebrew ˤazzâ */ǵazzâ/ in the Septuagint 
version of Gen 10:19. I suspect that Atargatis comes from an Aramaic compound divine 
name containing the divine name ˤAttar in construct with a following noun or place name 
of the form *ǵatt, of unknown meaning.    
554 Hackett, “Can a Sexist Model Liberate Us?,” 65-66.     
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Athtart at Ugarit.  The relevant portion of the text reads: “The horse of Athtart, the horse 

of Š… if the horse reverses direction… the interpretation which comes is… the man…”  

(śśw . ˤṯtrt . śśw . š[…] / w hm y[h]pk śśw . rgm . […] / d ymǵy . [-] [b]nš [-]…).  Omens 

often draw their rhetorical force from common cultural concepts.  Thus, the reference to 

Athtart’s horse in this omen indicates that Athtart’s horse was more widely known than 

its attestation in a single text suggests.  This, in turn, suggests the possibility of an 

equestrian Athtart at Ugarit.  It is unclear, however, how this potential equestrian form of 

Athtart relates to the other forms of Athtart known from Ugarit as well as the equestrian 

form of Athtart known from Egypt and the Levant.     

 Finally, KTU 2.42, a fragmentary letter from room 77 of the central palace (see 

figure 22), may allude to a Cypriot form of Athtart.555  The rb mỉ[…], a high-ranking 

Ugaritic official stationed in Cyprus, sent this letter to the king of Ugarit.  Lines 6-9 

contain the difficult phrase: “I have said to Baal Ṣapun, to the Eternal Sun, to Athtart, to 

Anat, to all the gods of Cyprus, ‘May the king be strengthened forever!’” (ảnkn rgmt l . 

bˤl . ṣp[n]556 . l . špš . ˤlm . l . ˤṯtrt l . ˤnt . l . kl . ỉl . ảlṯ[y] nmry . mlk . ˤlm557) where we 

                                                
555 PRU V, 11-12.   
556 There is a dispute about the correct reading of the text here. A. Bernard Knapp “An 
Alashiyan Merchant at Ugarit,” TA 10 (1983): 39-40, reads “my lord” (bˤly .), while 
Dennis Pardee, “Epigraphic and Philological Notes” UF 19 (1987):  206-7, reads “Baal 
Ṣapun” (bˤl ṣp[n]).  Pardee’s reading seems more plausible given the shape and direction 
of the surviving strokes.  In particular, the two upright strokes following bˤl do not 
display the uneven edges that would be expected from a y, while the next two strokes are 
oriented horizontally one on top of the other, which is consistent with a p. 
557 Most interpreters of this text treat the final phrase as the name of a deity in order to 
match the preceding list of divine names.  In the editio princeps, for example, Charles 
Virolleaud, PRU V, 15, suggested that the nmry was an Ugaritic rendering of Amenhotep 
III’s prenomen nb-mꜢˤt-rˤ (Amarna Akkadian Nibm(w)uareya) and that the letter attests to 
the worship of the deceased pharaoh at Ugarit.  Building on this suggestion, Erno Gaál, 
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would normally expect a blessing formula. The phrase l . kl . ỉl . ảlṯ[y] seems to be a 

summary phrase appearing in apposition to the preceding list of deities (…namely, all the 

gods of Cyprus) or as the final element of the list (…as well as all the gods of Cyprus).  If 

the first interpretation is correct, then this letter provides evidence that—from the point of 

view of the letter writer at least—Athtart belonged to the circle of Cypriote gods.558  

VI. Summary and Conclusion 
  

  As I have argued above, the ritual and narrative texts about Athtart from Ugarit 

often capture the exact moment of transmission unlike the texts from Egypt and Emar 

dealing with Athtart due to their genre.  The ritual texts describe or prescribe the actions 

                                                                                                                                            
“Osiris-Amenophis III in Ugarit,” in Studia Aegyptiaca I.  Recueil d’études dediées à 
Vilmos Wessetzky à l’occasion de son 65e anniversaire (Budapest: Chaires d’Histoire 
Ancienne, 1974), 97-98, argued that mlk . ˤlm was a Ugaritic translation of the Egyptian 
title ḥqꜢ ḏt “lord of eternity.”  This interpretation seems unlikely, however.  nmry . mlk . 
ˤlm lacks a preceding l- like the other divine names in the text and appears after the 
summary phrase “all the gods of Cyprus” (l . kl . ỉl . ảlṯ[y]), which concludes the list of 
deities.  Therefore, I argue that nmry . mlk . ˤlm comprises the content of the letter 
writer’s speech to the gods, and, when combined with the preceding clause, forms an 
extended blessing formula: “I have said to Baal Ṣapun, to the Eternal Sun, to Athtart, to 
Anat, to all the gods of Cyprus, ‘May the king be strengthened forever!’.”  In this 
interpretation, nmry /namarra-yv/ is an N-stem third masculine singular perfect form of 
the verb mrr ‘to strengthen’ with volitive force.  The final –y is an enclitic consonant.  
For the use of the perfect as a volitive in Ugaritic, see Tropper, Ugaritische Grammatik, 
726-27.          
558 Both Neal H. Walls, “Ugaritic Sources from Ugarit,” in Sources for the History of 
Cyprus, vol. 2, ed. A. Bernard Knapp (Albany: Greece and Cyprus Research Center), 36; 
and Stephanie L. Budin, “Before Kypris was Aphrodite,” in Transformation of a 
Goddess: Ishtar – Astarte – Aphrodite, ed. David T. Sugimoto (OBO 263; Fribourg: 
Academic Press, 2014), 210, advance a similar interpretation of this passage.  
Interestingly, this letter predates the Phoenician evidence for a Cypriot form of Athtart by 
at least five hundred years.  The earliest Phoenician inscription from Cyprus to mention 
Athtart, a votive bowl from the Kition-Kathari temple, dates to the 8th century B.C.E.  For 
this inscription, see Marguerite Yon, Kition-Bamboula V. Kition dans les textes (Paris: 
Éditions Recherche sur les Civilizations, 2004), 188.   
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to be taken during the ritual performance, which often conveyed information about 

Athtart kinetically.  Narratives and hymns, whether read or recited orally, transmitted 

information about Athtart verbally to their auditors and readers. In this way, the Ugaritic 

texts illustrate the importance of daily routines in the transmission of deities between 

individuals.   

 The king interacted with Athtart of the Field and Athtart ḫurri through and with 

his body in the context of ritual performance.  During the Late Bronze Age, these 

goddesses served as the guarantors of treaties and contracts on both an international and 

regional level, so by dining with them, clothing them, and presenting them with gifts, the 

king may have communicated his fitness as a treaty partner. At the same time, he also 

communicated the importance of these goddesses to observers of the ritual.  

 Cult singers and scribes, on the other hand, transmitted information about Athtart 

through the composition of oral and written narrative, which was an important part of 

their daily routines.  Yet their daily routines did not have an overt effect on the cultural 

transmission of Athtart due to the tendency of sensational narratives to survive retelling 

more often than non-sensational ones. There was no “narrative” form of Athtart at Ugarit 

simply because narratives about the mechanics of verbal composition do not make for 

interesting listening.  Instead, cult singers and scribes collected, preserved, and 

transmitted information about various forms of Athtart that were associated with the daily 

routines of other social groups, such as hunters and warriors.  They communicated this 

information to their audiences using inherited formulae that were over a thousand years 

old and had survived thousands of retellings.  In this regard, cult singers and scribes were 
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two of the few groups in the ancient world to have access to multiple forms of Athtart 

from different time periods.  
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Chapter Five: Conclusion  
  

I. Introduction  
 

 As far back as James Frazer, scholars have tended to treat Athtart as a single, 

unchanging entity.  Frazer did so in order to facilitate typological comparison with other 

Mediterranean goddesses, but later scholars applied Frazer’s typological methods to 

genealogical ends.  Scholars like W. F. Albright, Frank Moore Cross, and John Day 

combined information about Athtart from different times and places to create a composite 

picture of this goddess. They also assumed that the attributes of Athtart from one site 

could be readily and globally generalized: if Athtart were a fertility goddess in classical 

sources, then she would be a fertility goddess everywhere. This methodology flattens 

cultural and temporal differences, and ignores the dynamic process of cultural 

transmission. Unfortunately, recent calls for greater sensitivity to difference in the study 

of Athtart have gone unheeded.   Although several scholars have critique earlier 

approaches to the study of Athtart, they employ many of the same tactics that they 

criticize.  

 To begin to solve these problems, I have proposed a new model for studying 

deities in the ancient world and have illustrated the utility of this model by applying it to 

the study of Athtart in the Late Bronze Age.  The key insight of this model is that the 

representations of deities vary with the daily routines of their worshippers: what people 

do in their daily life corresponds to the forms of deities that they worship. Furthermore, 
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daily routines affect the transmission of deities by favoring certain modes of transmission 

and altering the forms of the gods that are transmitted.  In this dissertation, I examined 

the representation of Athtart at three Late Bronze Age sites—Egypt, Emar, and Ugarit—

in order to substantiate these claims.   

 In the second chapter, I investigated the role of daily routines in the cross-cultural 

transmission of deities using the introduction of Athtart to Egypt during the New 

Kingdom as a case study.  I first demonstrated the existence of an equestrian form of 

Athtart associated with the elite routine of horse training.  I then proposed a tentative 

historical scenario to account for the equestrian Athtart’s introduction to Egypt based on 

the surviving evidence: during his many campaigns in Syria and the Levant, Thutmose III 

(1479-1425 B.C.E.) captured Semitic speaking horse trainers who worshipped an 

equestrian form of Athtart. He then reemployed these horse trainers in royal stables 

across Egypt, including Memphis, where his son and successor Amenhotep II worked as 

a horse trainer as a young man.  Amenhotep II’s participation in this daily routine 

alongside Semitic-speaking horse trainers led him to adopt the equestrian form of Athtart 

as a tutelary deity, rather than a different form of Athtart.  Daily routine thus shaped the 

outcome of cultural transmission.  I also demonstrated the existence of a Syrian Athtart 

brought to Egypt by individuals from Syria and a “Magico-Medical” Athtart who was 

associated with the practice of incantations.   

 In the third chapter, I showed how a shift in daily routines can affect the 

representation and transmission of deities, using the site of Emar as a case study.  Judging 

from textual and archaeological evidence, Emar seems to have been an agricultural 
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village prior in the Late Bronze Age.  The forms of Athtart found in the earliest texts 

from Emar, which predate the Hittite conquest, reflect the routines of village life, such as 

farming and hunting.  In the late 14th century B.C.E., however, the Hittite king Muršili II 

(1321-1295 B.C.E.) captured Emar and transformed it into an urban outpost against the 

growing threat of Assyria and Babylon. As part of this transformation, the Hittites also 

installed a king over Emar and constructed monumental architecture throughout the city.  

Emar’s new role as a military outpost on the fringes of the Hittite empire gave rise to new 

daily routines associated with defensive warfare, which in turn corresponed to new forms 

of Athtart. Aštart of Battle, for example, reflected the daily routines of soldiers.  The 

changes in Emar’s political organization and sacred geography also gave rise to two new 

forms of Athtart: Aštart of the šu-bi and Aštart of the Ancestors.  Aštart of the šu-bi may 

have been connected to a sacred precinct constructed by the Hittites, while Aštart of the 

Ancestors seems to have been associated with the practice of kingship and the veneration 

of the king’s dynastic ancestors.   

 The fourth chapter investigated the daily routines of the individuals involved in 

the interpersonal transmission of information about Athtart at Ugarit, focusing on the 

king as well as cult singers and scribes.  The king interacted with two different forms of 

Athtart—Athtart of the Fields and Athtart ḫurri—in the course of ritual performance.  He 

may have clothed Athtart of the Fields, dined with Athtart ḫurri, and presented offerings 

to both goddesses.  These ritual actions, I argued, corresponded to certain aspects of his 

daily routine (namely his role as the signatory of treaties at Ugarit) and communicated 

both his fitness to rule the city and the importance of these goddesses for proper 
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contractual relations in the international sphere.  Cult singers and scribes, on the other 

hand, transmitted information about Athtart through verbal compositions, both oral and 

written.  While the daily routines of cult singers and scribes were important for 

transmitting information about Athtart in verbal form, they did not have an overt effect 

on the forms of Athtart present at Ugarit.  Instead, cult singers and scribes transmitted 

potentially ancient forms of Athtart associated with the daily routines of other social 

groups, such as hunters and warriors.  The reason for this situation, I suggested, is that 

verbal compositions must be memorable to be reliably passed on.  Stories about a warrior 

goddess have the potential to be exciting, and therefore stand a better chance of surviving 

repeated retellings.  Stories about a scribal goddess less so. Furthermore, the act of verbal 

composition and writing in particular was an elite practice.  In most societies, hunters and 

warriors would have outnumbered scribes.  Thus, stories about a warrior goddess or a 

hunting goddess would reflect the daily practices of a larger swath of society—and 

therefore be more comprehensible—than stories about a scribal goddess.  

 These three case studies raise important questions about the relationship between 

daily routines and cultural transmission and point toward further avenues of research, 

both theoretical and thematic.  By way of conclusion, I would like to highlight some 

additional possible case studies and some theoretical refinements to my model.   The two 

areas coincide nicely: the case studies point toward theoretical refinements, while the 

theoretical caveats suggest further case studies.   
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II. Further Case Studies 
 

 Further case studies could be used to expand and refine the model that I have 

proposed.  An obvious place to start would be to look at additional forms of Athtart from 

different times and places to see how they varied with the daily routines of their 

worshippers.  Although this dissertation has focused on the forms of Athtart attested in 

the Late Bronze Age, goddesses with names derived from the root ˤṯtr are attested from 

the 26th century B.C.E. until the Roman era and from Shurrupak to England.  In particular, 

the Phoenician city-states, Greece, and Israel, provide substantial evidence for the 

representation and transmission of Athtart in the ancient world.  The Phoenician city-

states and their Mediterranean colonies constitute a natural laboratory for studying the 

effect of daily routines on the transmission of deities.  Most of the Phoenician colonists 

came from the similar societies and practiced a similar set of daily routines, while the 

cultures that they encountered around the Mediterranean basin most likely practiced 

different combinations of daily routines. Studying the forms of Athtart worshipped in the 

Phoenician colonies could thus offer greater insight into the interactions between 

different sets of daily routines in facilitating the transmission of deities.  The daily 

routines of the Phoenician colonists would serve as the independent variable, while the 

daily routines of the local populations would be the dependent variable.   

 The Greek evidence could also shed light on the role of daily routines in 

facilitating the transmissions of Athtart.  Sometime before the 7th century B.C.E., the 

Greeks borrowed a form of Athtart from the Phoenicians as Astarte (Άσταρτη).  This act 

of transmission has yet to be located in time and space—although I suspect that it began 
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on Cyprus before spreading to the rest of the Greek city states and colonies judging from 

KTU 2.42—but the vectors of this transmission already seem clear enough.  As Robert 

Kerr has shown, many of the Aegean forms of Ashtart are tied to harbor towns and 

seafaring, such as Ashtart of Paphos.559  Perhaps the act of transmission took place 

among culturally and religiously diverse ship crews, such as the one depicted in Jonah 

1:5 or represented by the personal effects found on the Uluburun shipwreck.560  In any 

case, the study of the Greek evidence would likely need to focus on the routine of 

seafaring.     

 The Hebrew Bible furnishes another example of the cross-cultural transmission of 

Athtart.  The Deuteronomistic history consistently associates ˤaštôret with the 

Phoenicians; she is referred to as either as “the god of the Phoenicians” (ˀĕlōhê ṣīdōnîm; 1 

Kgs 11:5, 33) or “the abomination of the Phoenicians” (šiqquṣ ṣîdōnîm; 2 Kgs 23:13).561  

The Deuteronomisitic history even credits Solomon’s Phoenician wife or wives with the 

introduction of ˤaštôret: “And Solomon loved many foreign women besides the daughter 

of Pharaoh, Moabite, Ammonite, Edomite, Phoenician, and Hittite women… and when 

Solomon was old his wives turned his heart after other gods.  And his heart was not 

wholly with Yahweh, his god, like the heart of David his father.  And Solomon followed 

ˤaštôret, the god of the Phoenicians” (1 Kgs 11:1-5).  The Deuteronomistic history thus 

reflects the intercultural transmission of Athtart: it either relies on a historical memory 

                                                
559 Kerr, “Notre-Dame-de-la-Ḥuronie?,” 210-11. 
560 Eric H. Cline, Sailing the Wine-Dark Sea: International Trade and the Bronze Age 
Aegean (BAR International Series 591; Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009), 100.   
561 Sidon was the most prominent Phoenician city-state during the Iron II period, so the 
biblical authors referred to the inhabitants of every Phoenician city-state as Sidonians. 
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about the introduction of Athtart during the early monarchic period or draws on 

contemporary Phoenician religious practices to enhance its portrait of Solomon’s 

apostasy.  

 Although this dissertation has concentrated on Athtart, future studies need not 

look at Athtart alone.  The model that I have outlined in this dissertation could be applied 

to any deity, modern or ancient. A biblically oriented project, for example, could unearth 

different forms of Yahweh in Ancient Israel tied to different daily routines.  Spencer 

Allen and Jeremy Hutton have already demonstrated the existence of local manifestations 

of Yahweh associated with specific sites, such as Teiman and Samaria.562  Such explicit 

geographic epithets for Yahweh are largely lacking in the Hebrew Bible (see perhaps 2 

Sam 15:7 and Ps 99:2), but the biblical texts do present Yahweh in myriad of different 

ways—as a warrior, as a mother, as a king—some of which could be associated with the 

daily routines of specific groups within ancient Israel.  For example, the prescriptive 

descriptions of temple service found in the book of Leviticus suggest the existence of a 

priestly routine as well as a form of Yahweh unique to priests.  Priests in working the 

Jerusalem temple, for example, experienced Yahweh through the daily routines of his 

temple service: killing and butchering sacrificial animals, tending the fire on the altar, 

and offering incense to the divinity (e.g., Lev 1:5, 7; 16:12).  These daily routines, in 

turn, would generate a set of sensory experiences associated with Yahweh that were not 

available to non-priests: the cries of the sacrificial animals, the heat of the fire on the 

                                                
562 Allen, The Splintered Divine, 197-99; Jeremy Hutton, “Local Manifestations of 
Yahweh,” 200-204.   
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altar, and the musky scent of incense.563  Furthermore, these sensory experiences appear 

to inform the descriptions of Yahweh from biblical texts composed in a priestly milieu.  

In Exodus 40:34-35 from the priestly source, Yahweh’s glory (kəbôd yhwh) descends on 

the tabernacle in the form of a cloud (ˤānān), which Leviticus 16:13 explicitly identifies 

with the haze of incense offered to Yahweh.564   

 

III. Theoretical Expansions 
 

 The model for studying deities that I have proposed in this dissertation raises a 

number of important theoretical questions about the relationship between daily routines 

and the representation and transmission of deities.  In this section, I would like to 

acknowledge some of these questions and suggest possible lines of research that could be 

used to refine this model. 

 The case of Aštart of Battle, and to a lesser extent Aštart of the Ancestors and 

Aštart šu-bi, at Emar illustrates how societal changes can lead to the development of new 

forms of deities through the medium of daily routines.  Societal changes spur the 

development of new daily routines, which in turn, correspond to new forms of existing 

deities.  This finding raises several questions, however.  Do new forms of existing deities 

always develop as part of societal changes?  And if not, what kind of societal changes are 

                                                
563 For the role of the sense in constructing religious experience see Brigit Meyer, 
“Aesthetics of Persuasion: Global Christianity and Pentecostalism’s Sensational Forms,” 
South Atlantic Quarterly 109 (2010): 741-63, and the essays in C. Nadia Seremtakis, ed., 
The Senses Still: Perception and Memory as Material Culture in Modernity (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1996). 
564 Compare also 1 Kings 8:10-11.   
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more likely to be associated with the development of new forms of existing deities?  The 

best way to answer these questions, I suggest, is to look at ancient societies with a 

documented history of societal change, such as ancient Israel.  During the transition from 

the Iron I period to the Iron IIA period, Israelite society developed from a tribal 

federation into a monarchy in the space of a few generations.565  This transition gave rise 

to a whole new suite of daily routines, some of which are described in the polemic 

against kingship found in 1 Samuel 8:11-18, such as chariot drivers, perfumers, and 

weapon smiths, not to mention the practice of kingship itself.  Careful study of the 

biblical text and the archaeological record could reveal whether these new daily routines 

corresponded to different forms of existing deities, such as Yahweh.  If 2 Samuel 7:14 

and Psalm 2:7 are any indication, the practice of kingship in particular seems to have 

been associated with a new form of Yahweh worshipped by the king.   

 The introduction of new technology constitutes a special case of societal change, 

one that has important implications for the transmission of deities.  The case of equestrian 

Athtart shows that technological changes can give rise to new daily routines and thus new 

forms of old deities.  With the introduction of the horse and chariot as the key military 

technology of the Late Bronze Age, a specifically equestrian form of Athtart developed to 

reflect this change.  This form of Athtart could not exist without the development of 

horse training as a daily practice, which, in turn, presupposed the domestication of the 

horse, technological advances in chariot building, and changes in military tactics.  This 

                                                
565 Carol Meyers, “Kinship and Kingship: The Early Monarchy,” in The Oxford History 
of the Biblical World, ed. Michael D. Coogan (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 
165.   
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example raises several questions, however.  Do new technologies always correspond to 

new forms of deities or necessitate modifications of to existing deities?  And how do 

technological developments facilitate the transmission of deities?  To answer these 

questions, we must examine the role of daily routines in facilitating the transmission of 

deities.   

 Apart from the routines of ritual specialists and practitioners of verbal arts, most 

daily routines do not transmit information about deities directly.  How then do the daily 

routines of non-specialists facilitate the transmission of deities or increase the probability 

that transmission will take place?  Some daily routines, such as transportation, and trade, 

seem to come with built-in mechanisms for transmission.566  Seafaring, for example, 

formed an important daily routine as a well as an important vector of cross-cultural 

contact among the Phoenician city-states and their colonies. The distribution of forms of 

Athtart associated with seafaring among the Phoenician city-states and their 

Mediterranean colonies attests to the role of seafaring in transmitting these goddesses.567  

Daily routines associated with new, desirable technologies can also facilitate the 
                                                
566 Thomas A. Tweed, Crossing and Dwelling: A Theory of Religion (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 2006), 124, also posits a connection between modes of 
transportation and the forms of religious expression that they make possible in his 
discussion of “oxcart religion” and “jet-plane religion.” 
567 Aaron J. Brody, “The Specialized Religions of Ancient Mediterranean Seafarers,” 
Religion Compass 2 (2008): 1-11, describes the specialized religious practices of 
seafarers in the ancient Mediterranean world, including the worship of Athtart.  See also 
Aaron J. Brody, “Each Man Cried Out to His God”: The Specialized Religion of 
Canaanite and Phoenician Seafarers (HSM 58; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998); “Further 
Evidence of the Specialized Religion of Phoenician Seafarers,” in Terra Marique: Studies 
in Art History and Marine Archaeology in Honor of Anna Marguerite McCann on the 
Receipt of the Gold Medal of the Archaeological Institute of America, ed. J. Pollini  
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 177-82.  
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transmission of associated deities.  If I am correct in suggesting that Semitic speaking 

horse trainers first introduced Athtart to Egypt, then the equestrian form of Athtart spread 

with the technology and practice of horse training.  This example suggests that deities 

associated with desirable technology—whose worship may even be perceived as integral 

to the technology itself—may spread alongside technological advances.  Going forward, 

it will be helpful to study the representation and transmission of deities associated with 

different modes of transportation and new technologies.  

 At the same time, the persistence of certain daily routines—especially those 

associated with the necessities of life—provides an enduring medium for the transmission 

of deities through time at a single site.  At Emar, for example, forms of Aštart associated 

with agriculture, such as Aštart of the Harvest and Poplar Aštar, continued to be 

venerated even after the Hittites transformed the village into an urban military outpost.  

Although the Hittite conquest gave rise to new daily routines that generated new forms of 

Aštart, these new forms did not displace older, more traditional ones.  The reason for this 

persistence is simple: most of Emar’s inhabitants continued to practice agriculture, which 

perpetuated the worship of agricultural forms of Aštart.  Such daily routines appear to 

constitute a conservative element in the transmission of deities.  

 The role of specialists in transmitting verbal information about deities also 

deserves further study.  In the case of Ugarit, I argued that the daily routines of cult 

singers and scribes had little effect on the forms of Athtart that they transmitted.  But is 

the effect of scribal routines on the representation of the deities whom they transmit 
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always so negligible?568  One way to answer this question would be to compare the 

representation of deities invoked in scribal colophons, such as Nabû, with narrative 

representations of these deities to see how much they diverged.  Perhaps scribes 

employed their own representations of scribal deities in colophons, and presented 

different forms of these deities in their written work in order to cater to their audiences.  

A related approach might examine the representations of the deities associated with 

writing or even identified as scribes such as Nabû, Nidaba, Thoth, or Odin to see whether 

they are ever depicted performing typical scribal tasks.  My initial impression is that 

stories about scribal deities often focus on the initial invention or acquisition of writing, 

and not on the more laborious details of scribal practice.  A psycholinguistic approach 

could also be helpful.  In the chapter on Ugarit, I suggested that the daily routines of 

warriors and hunters made for more exciting stories, which were more likely to survive 

repeated retellings, compared to the daily routines of scribes and cult singers.  The work 

of Alyssa McCabe and Carole Peterson suggests that sensational stories are more 

memorable, but it would be helpful to test this hypothesis more thoroughly for the ancient 

world.569  

 In the chapter on Ugarit, I also noted that cult singers and scribes seem to have 

access to multiple forms of Athtart corresponding to different daily routines, some of 

which may have been more prominent in the past, such as hunting.  Do such individuals 

ever combine these forms into a compound form of Athtart that encompasses multiple 

                                                
568 I use scribe here as a convenient shorthand for any professional practitioner of verbal 
arts, such as cult singers, poets, etc.  
569 Allyssa McCabe and Carole Peterson, “What Makes a Narrative Memorable?,” 73-82.   



 236 

daily routines?  To begin to answer this question, we would need to determine whether 

individual texts ever depict a deity using the signifiers of two or more daily routines.  

Even then it would be difficult to tell if these composite deities originated among cult 

singers or scribes or if they originated among another social group and were simply 

transmitted by the practitioners of verbal arts.  

 Related to this question are issues of generalization.  Do individuals who practice 

multiple daily routines, either in the course of a day or in the course of their lifetime, 

recognize different forms of a deity as the same?  Or do they create a compound form of 

the deity to match their own diverse practices?  To answer these questions, it would be 

helpful to look at the forms of deities worshipped by history’s jacks-of-all-trades.  It 

would also be helpful to know what role such individuals play in the transmission of 

deities outside of their “natural habitat” by acting as weak ties between otherwise 

unrelated groups.570  Amenhotep II might represent one such individual.  As a young 

man, his practice of horse training included the worship of equestrian Athtart.  After he 

became pharaoh, Amenhotep II’s daily routine no doubt changed to reflect his new 

position as the Egyptian head of state and religion.  This new position gave him the social 

capital to incorporate Athtart into the Egyptian pantheon and endow her with an official 

temple and priesthood, which, in turn, facilitated the transmission of equestrian Athtart to 

individuals who had never been horse trainers.     

                                                
570 For the importance of weak ties in connecting otherwise unrelated social groups see 
Charles Kadushin, Understanding Social Networks: Theories, Concepts, and Findings 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 30-31.   
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 The possibility of complex daily routines raises important questions about 

comparison and typological similarities.  Do similar daily routines always correspond to 

similar deities?  That is, do warriors always worship warrior gods and do farmers always 

venerate agricultural gods?  How deterministic are daily routines?  To answer these 

questions, it will be helpful to look at the deities worshipped by different groups with 

similar daily routines from roughly the same time period.  Unfortunately, this might be 

easier said than done.  Most of the documentary evidence from the ancient world reflects 

elite interests and so it might prove difficult to amass enough comparable evidence.  The 

daily routines of farmers and their religious practices rarely make it into the annals of 

history.  

 The obsolescence of daily routines also warrants further study.  What happens to 

deities when part or all of their associated daily routine dies out?  The cases of equestrian 

Athtart from Egypt and the case of Athtart the Huntress from Ugarit suggest some initial 

points of departure for answering this question.  As noted in Chapter Two, equestrian 

Athtart’s association with the chariot persisted into the Roman era, well after the chariot 

ceased to be used in battle.  Likewise, Athtart continued to be represented as huntress at 

Late Bronze Age Ugarit even though hunting was rarely practiced for subsistence in this 

urban society.  Taken together, these examples show that the attributes of altered or 

marginalized daily routines can become fossilized as relics, but they do not help us 

understand what happens to deities when their associated daily routines die out 

completely.  The abandonment of the chariot represents only a partial change in the daily 

routines of horse trainers, while the reduction in hunting at Ugarit constitutes the 
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marginalization of a once-common daily routine.  To properly answer this question, we 

must study both cases of deities that died out over time—to see whether they were 

associated with an obsolete daily routine—and cases of outmoded daily routines to see 

what happened to their corresponding deities.  

 With further research, it should be possible to formulate a typology of daily 

routines in the ancient world and how they affect the representation and transmission of 

deities.571 Such a typology might classify daily routines based on their tendency to spread 

and facilitate the transmission of associated deities far and wide—as in the case of trade, 

travel, and technology—or remain in place and preserve deities in a single locale—as in 

the case of agriculture.  This typology might also classify daily routines based on their 

societal and symbolic importance as well as the channels of transmission they activate, 

whether verbal, or kinetic.  Whatever the future contours of this typology, the forms of 

Athtart from the Late Bronze Age demonstrate that daily routines have an important 

effect on the representation and transmission of deities.  Athtart was not a unitary figure 

in the Late Bronze Age.  Rather she existed in multiple forms, whose attributes, 

characteristics, and imagery varied with the daily routines of their worshippers.  This is 

not to say that the forms of Athtart venerated in the Late Bronze Age shared nothing in 

common, only that they cannot be combined into a unitary whole without glossing over 

cultural differences and ignoring the transformative role of cultural transmission.      

                                                
571 This typology would classify daily routines according to ideal types much like Max 
Weber classified religious actions according to ideals types in The Sociology of Religion 
(trans. Ephraim Fischoff; Boston: Beacon Press, 1991).   
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