as echoing an earlier text?”?® Considering Israel’s extensive sojourn in the East Nile Delta where
Baal-zephon worship was central, as well as the extensive propagation of the Baal Myth
throughout the West Semitic world and into Egypt, it is plausible that the Song’s original
Israelite hearers would have understood its intention to echo the Baal Myth. Moreover, the later
employment of the Baal Myth in the Psalms and Isaiah to describe the Sea Event in Exodus 14—
15 demonstrates that later Israelites clearly related the Sea Event to the conflict myth.?’

Hay’s sixth criterion for determining the existence of inter-textual echoes is the “history of
interpretation,” which asks whether the parallel, or “echo,” has been noticed in previous
interpretations. The survey above illustrates the current scholarly consensus that the Song is
dependent on the Baal Myth. In brief review: following the Ras Shamra discoveries, scholars
were initially tentative in claiming direct dependency. Gray, for instance, wrote that the “cult-
legend of the shrine of Baal Saphon ... might be well known to the Israelites” and that it
“coloured the Exodus tradition in oral transmission”’ (italics added). Habel submitted that the
biblical writer “either consciously or unconsciously employed” a “kingship sequence” which was
“current in Canaanite cycles™?! (italics added). More recent scholars have asserted the Song’s
conscious dependence on the Baal Myth with greater certainty. Clifford, for example, stated that
the Song’s “motif of the battle with the sea and probably the mount of heritage ... clearly belong

to the Baal tradition3? (italics added). Similarly, Kloos opined, “it cannot be doubted that the

28 Schultz, Quotation, 39.

29 psalm 74, Ps. 89, and Isa. 51. In these passages, Yahweh is presented as the Baal-like Storm-god who
defeats the Sea (Yam) or the zoomorphization of the Sea in the form of a many-headed sea dragon called Leviathan
or Rahab.

30 Gray, “Canaanite Mythology,” 55.
31 Habel, Yahweh Versus Baal, 62—63.
32 Clifford, Cosmic Mountain, 141.
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succeeding Song of the Sea as a retrospective celebration and culmination of Exodus 1-14.%7
“Implied in the Song,” Shreckhise attested, “is the entire conflict narrative from Exodus 6
through the final victory at the Yam Suph in chapter 14.” The Song’s focus,” he said, is “on the
culmination of the conflict at the Yam Suph.”® Also reminiscent of Smith, Shreckhise clarified
the first part of the Song’s consummatory relationship to the preceding conflict narrative: “The
first part of the Song is celebratory of an accomplished fact in the narrative. It is the end of the
narrative arc of bondage and deliverance.”>’

Adams’s and Shreckhise’s concurring positions on Exodus 1-15’s narrative arc are most

efficiently displayed in their respective diagrams of this arc, that is, in their respective chartings

of tension levels in the progression of the narrative in Exodus 1-15:

Figure 1. Narrative Arcs of Exodus 1-15 by Adams (left) and Shreckhise (right)

which the Egyptians press them to go (Exod. 12:33) and the “haste” (7:J%) with which they are compelled to leave
(Exod. 12:33, 39). The prescription of the Passover in 12:43-50 and Moses’s public exhortation to consecrate the
firstborn in 13:1-16 do little to lessen the tension. Exodus 13:17—18 reminds the reader that Israel is going out of
Egypt D°Wn1], that is, in a posture for war. In summary, the tension-inducing prospect of Pharaoh’s change of mind
appears to hang over the Israelites like the sword of Damocles from Exod. 12:31-32 to the Sea Event. The tension

release marking the resolution of the conflict between Yahweh and Pharaoh and his gods is not manifest until the
close of Exod. 14.

37 Smith, Pilgrimage Pattern, 207.
38 Shreckhise, “I Will Sing,” 121-22.
39 Shreckhise, “I Will Sing,” 206-7.
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Source: David Adams, “Exodus 1-15” (lecture, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, MO, October 13,
20, and 27, 2009); Robert Shreckhise, “I Will Sing,” 191.4

A year before Shreckhise, Carol Meyers also defended the unity of these chapters.
Describing the coherence of Exodus 1-15 in terms of “overarching tension” until its release,
Meyers argued that such resolution finally came with the Sea Event. In Exodus 14—15, Meyers
asserted, Israel’s god “categorically” overcame Egyptian power as represented by Pharaoh and
the gods of Egypt. In her words,

The complex and dramatic story of the crossing of the sea is the culmination of the

exodus narrative. Israelite success in overcoming Egyptian dominance will be related

to the power of their god. All the signs-and-wonders and then the horrific slaying of

the firstborn seem to make the pharaoh relent, but the overarching tension between

pharaoh (and his gods) and the Israelite god will have to play out in one final event.
Egyptian power must be overcome categorically.*!

Like Fischer, Adams, Shreckhise, and Meyers, Thomas Dozeman identified an expansive
narrative cohered by “conflict” and stretching from Pharaoh’s opposition to Yahweh’s people in
Exodus 1 through Yahweh’s defeat of Pharaoh in 14:31.%> Dozeman affirmed, “The
confrontation at the Red Sea in the P History is the final and decisive conflict between Yahweh
and Pharaoh in the land of Egypt.”**

The literary unity of the Sea Event with the plague narrative is also evident in the

continuity of motifs in Exod. 7:14—15:21. The principal motif which coheres the plague narrative

40 Adams’s diagram emphasizes the “hinge” function of the Song of the Sea for the book of Exodus. Since
Adams, echoing Mark Smith, saw Exod. 15:13—18 as anticipating the narrative arc of the remainder of the book of
Exodus—the journey to Sinai—he refrained from including these verses in the narrative arc of the “Drama of
Redemption.” See Smith, Pilgrimage Pattern, 207, 216. In contrast, Robert Shreckhise emphasized the function of
the entire Song of the Sea and Miriam’s antiphon as part of the denouement of Exod. 1-15, that is, as Israel’s
celebration of Yahweh’s victory at the Sea.

4 Meyers, Exodus, 110.
42 Dozeman, Commentary on Exodus, 176.

= Dozeman, Commentary on Exodus, 304.
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is expressed comprehensively in the phrase “signs and wonders” (2°n9in) nink).** To refer to the
miracles which are conventionally called “plagues,” sometimes just one of the terms—*“sign”
(niX) or “wonder” (noin)—is used.” In 8:23, for example, the miracle of the inundation of flies
and Goshen’s accompanying protection is referred to as a sign (niX): “Tomorrow this sign [NiX]
shall happen,” says Yahweh. In 10:1, Yahweh again refers to the preceding miracles as signs
(nink).* Later, following the miracles of the inundation of locusts and the unprecedented three
days of complete darkness, Yahweh looks back upon these signifying acts of power and,
followed by the narrator, comprehensively calls them “wonders” (a°noin).*®

In contrast to the consistent usage of niX and/or noin throughout Exod. 7:14—12:32, there is
no “plague” term similarly cohering the plague narrative. Of the ten plagues, only four are
described with four different Hebrew terms which might be rendered “plagues” in English.
However, in three of these cases, it is likely that a more accurate translation of the various terms
is “stroke” or “blow.”%’

Recently both T. D. Alexander and Thomas Dozeman have argued that “signs and
wonders” (2°n2in) NINKR) are a more accurate designation of the miracles in the plague narrative.

Alexander elaborated, “While they are often described as ‘the ten plagues,’ this is not an entirely

4 The precise phrase used first in Exod. 7:3 is “my signs and wonders” (with direct object markers),
noin "X NINKRTNY.

45 Calling these miracles “sign(s)” (ninix), Yahweh refers to his turning the Nile to blood (7:17-20), the
inundation of frogs (8:5-6), the dust turning into an inundation of gnats (8:16—17), the inundation of flies (8:22-23),
and the unprecedented hailstorm (9:22-3).

46 «“Then Yahweh said to Moses, ‘Pharaoh will not listen to you, that my wonders [2°n2in] may be multiplied
in the land of Egypt.” Moses and Aaron did all these wonders [0°n3in] before Pharaoh, and Yahweh hardened
Pharaoh’s heart, and he did not let the people of Israel go out of his land” (Exod. 11:9-10).

47 The four different Hebrew terms are: A2l (“strike, smite” [Brown, Driver, Briggs, s.v. fAl]) for the plague
of frogs in 7:27; 127 (“plague, pestilence” [Brown, Driver, Briggs, s.v. 727]) for the plague on livestock in 9:3;
1197 (“blow, slaughter, plague/pestilence” [Brown, Driver, Briggs, s.v. 19271]) for the plague of hail in 9:14; and
VA1 (“stroke, plague, mark, plague-spot” [Brown, Driver, Briggs, s.v. ¥3]]) for the plague on the firstborn in 12:29.
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satisfactory designation. First, although the biblical text refers to a few of them individually as
‘plagues,” as a whole they are more frequently designated ‘signs’ ... or ‘wonders.’”*

Dozeman made the same observation about the deficiency of the term “plague narrative,”
remarking, “The description ‘plagues’ for the divine actions in 7:8—10:20 does not capture the
full range of meaning in the events.”*’ For Dozeman, the “plagues” were better conceived as
“signs” and “wonders” meant to reveal “the power and character of Yahweh to Pharaoh and the
Egyptians ... and to the Israelites.”>’

Finally, in the case of the “signs and wonders” motif, it is notable that the account of the
Sea Event in Exodus 14—15 does not refer to Yahweh’s mighty acts at Yam Suph explicitly as a
“sign” (NiX) and/or “wonder” (n9in). Other biblical passages, however, do suggest that the Sea
Event is one of Yahweh’s “signs and wonders,” though admittedly, with one exception, these
texts express this implicitly. Jeremiah 32:20 is one example of an implicit statement.>! The
prophet prays, “You [Yahweh] have set signs and wonders [2°n9i1) NIk pn®] in the land of
Egypt ... [and have continued to do so] until this day in Israel and among humankind and [in this
way] you have made for yourself a name as [you now have] at this day.”>?> Here Jeremiah does
not explicitly state that the “signs and wonders” which Yahweh performed in Egypt include the

Sea Event. But, writing in the early sixth century, he appears to be summarizing Yahweh’s

signifying mighty acts both in the exodus and during at least six hundred years of Israel’s history

48 T. Desmond Alexander, Exodus, AOTC (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2017), 161.
49 Dozeman, Commentary on Exodus, 207.
>0 Dozeman, Commentary on Exodus, 207.
31 Cf. Deut. 7:18-19; 11:2-5; 26:8; 34:11-12, and Neh. 9:20
32 My translation of the MT conveys the sense of the verse based on its syntax:
13 092 oW 3Y-Aym 081 DRI A 01TV DAYRTYIND 0°09hY NINR antwR

ATT T
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with the phrase 2°n9in) NNk An®. Thus, it is unlikely that Jeremiah is employing °n9in) NNk AR
merely to refer to times of judgment or salvation through plagues understood as forms of
pestilence. For Jeremiah, then, Yahweh’s “signs and wonders” likely encapsulate the entirety of
Yahweh’s signifying mighty acts in the exodus, including the Sea Event recounted in Exodus
14-15.

The passage which explicitly supports the Sea Event’s inclusion as one of the exodus’s
“signs and wonders” is Acts 7:36. Stephen preached, “This man [Moses] led them out,
performing wonders and signs [tépata kai onueio] in Egypt and at the Red Sea and in the

733 If we

wilderness [€v Y] Atyorto kai &v EpvOpd @ardcon kai &v t§) épnuw] for forty years.
allow Stephen’s interpretation of the Sea Event relative to the “signs and wonders” to inform our
exegesis of Exodus 14, it is difficult to set the Sea Event off from the plague narrative in Exod.
7:14-12:32.

Besides the “signs and wonders” motif, another related motif appears to establish the Sea
Event as part of the literary unit depicting Yahweh’s confrontation with Pharaoh and the gods of
Egypt. This motif constitutes the symbolic actions by Moses and Aaron which accompany
performance of the 2°noin) Nink: namely the stretching out (73) of the staff (7v») in the hand (7).

This motif extends from Exodus 4—Yahweh’s preparation of Moses for the conflict with

Pharaoh—through the prose account of the Sea Event in Exodus 14 and beyond.>*

33 Acts 7:36

>4 Admittedly, the “stretching out of the staff in the hand” motif, as well as the “signs and wonders” motif
extend beyond the Sea Event. Thus, by themselves, they do not demarcate the literary unit featuring Yahweh’s battle
with the gods of Egypt. My principal intent in pointing out these motifs is to show that the Sea Event should not be
set apart from the so-called “plague narrative” in the demarcation of Exodus’s literary units. If the Sea Event can be
shown to be literarily continuous with the “plague narrative,” then, to be consistent, the consensus scholarly view
that the “plague narrative” is, at least in part, about Yahweh’s battle with the gods of Egypt should be extended to
the Sea Event. To clarify the boundaries of the literary unit featuring Yahweh’s battle with the gods of Egypt, the
“hardening of [Israel’s enemies’] hearts” motif is essential, as are the preceding arguments based on the clarity of
the literary arc and the continuity of focalizing elements.
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In Exod. 4:17, Yahweh commands Moses, “And take in your hand this staff [Fvn], with
which you shall do the signs [ninR].” Exodus 4:21 describes Moses’s response: “And Moses took
the staff [7v2] of God in his hand [77].” Later, in Exod. 7:19, Moses is commanded to tell Aaron,
“Take your staff [v2] and stretch out [701] your hand [72] over the waters of Egypt ... so that
they may become blood.”

This tripartite motif cycles, along with the “signs and/or wonders” motif, through the so-
called plagues of frogs ([Heb.] Exod. 8:1-2), of gnats ([Heb.] Exod. 8:12—13), of hail (Exod.
9:22-23), of locusts (Exod. 10:12—14), of darkness (Exod. 10:21-22) and, significantly, through
Exodus 14’s account of the Sea Event. The explicit continuation of this motif into Exodus 14
suggests that the larger conflict narrative containing the so-called plague narrative extends
through the Sea Event:

Lift up your staff [[v2], and stretch out [7031] your hand [77] over the sea and divide it,

that the people of Israel may go through the sea on dry ground. ... Then Moses

stretched out [7703] his hand [7] over the sea, and the LORD drove the sea back by a

strong east wind all night and made the sea dry land, and the waters were divided.

And the people of Israel went into the midst of the sea on dry ground. ... Then the

LORD said to Moses, “Stretch out [701] your hand [7] over the sea, that the water

may come back upon the Egyptians, upon their chariots, and upon their horsemen.’

So Moses stretched out [7v3] his hand [7°] over the sea, and the sea returned to its

normal course when the morning appeared. And as the Egyptians fled into it, the

LORD threw the Egyptians into the midst of the sea.”

The continuity of the account of the Sea Event with the plague narrative is also reinforced
by the motif of the “hardening” of Pharaoh’s heart, usually denoted with the signifier pir. This
motif stretches from before the so-called plague narrative all the way to the Sea Event in 14:8

and 17. In Exod. 4:21, Yahweh informs Moses that in the coming conflict he “will harden [17]

[Pharaoh’s] heart, so that he will not let the people go.” This motif will resume in Exod. 7:12—13

33 Exod. 14:16, 21-22a, 26-27
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and continue through Exod. 7:22, 8:15, 9:12, 9:35, 10:20, 10:27, 11:10, and, finally, reemerge in
the prose account of the Sea Event in Exodus 14. Exodus 14:8 recounts that Yahweh “hardened
[P17] the heart of Pharaoh king of Egypt,” so that he would pursue Israel. In verse 17, Yahweh
declares that he will also harden [pif7] the hearts of the Egyptians so that they shall go in after the
Israelites.

The continuation of this constellation of motifs—signs and wonders (2°n9in) NinK),>¢ the
stretching out [701] of the staff [7v2] in the hand [7?], and the hardening [177] of the enemies’
hearts— from Exodus 7 through Exodus 14—suggests that the prose account of the Sea Event
belongs to the same larger conflict narrative as the so-called plague narrative.>’

In conclusion, based on the continuity of focalizing elements, the clear shape of the
narrative arc, and the consistency of literary motifs, it appears evident that the literary unit which
(most scholars agree) ultimately depicts Yahweh’s conflict with the gods of Egypt extends
beyond the plague narrative to include Exod. 14:1-15:21. Thus, if the plague narrative is
fundamentally about Yahweh’s confrontation with the gods of Egypt, then it is plausible that the

Sea Event is also.

Exodus 15’s Account of the Sea Event as the Culmination of Yahweh’s War against All the
Gods of Egypt

The thesis that the Sea Event is, at least in part, about Yahweh’s defeat of Egypt’s gods is
ultimately confirmed by the Song itself—both in its paralleling of the Baal Myth and in its own

presentation of its central theme.

36 T acknowledge that the motif “signs and wonders” [@°n9in) NINK] is not explicit in Exod. 14-15 but is
understood to be part of the Sea Event in the biblical canon.

37 Notably, these three motifs cohering these chapters are distributed throughout the passages ascribed to each
different source—the Song, J-E, and P.
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As noted in the historical survey above, since the Ras Shamra discoveries, scholars have
increasingly recognized that the fundamental purpose of the Baal Myth is politico-religious,
depicting Baal’s acquisition of kingship through conflict. That is, the Baal Myth functions to
demonstrate Baal’s universal sovereignty.’® The thematic implication of the Song’s paralleling of
the Baal Myth has been drawn out most incisively by Norman Habel. Noting that the Song
shares the Baal Myth’s “kingship sequence,”>® Habel suggested that these narratives also share
the same “issue at stake” which is “the ‘eternal kingship’ among the gods.”®’ In other words, the
Song’s paralleling of the Baal Myth indicates that the theme of the Song is Yahweh’s martial
acquisition of “eternal kingship” among the gods. It follows that the Song’s central subject is
Yahweh’s superior status relative to other gods.

This conception of the Song’s central subject is supported by the centrality of Exod. 15:11
within the Song. This rhetorical question, which declares Yahweh’s incomparability among the
gods, is the only question in the Song. It functions like a lever at the juncture of the Song’s two
halves, reflecting back on Yahweh’s mighty acts in the Sea Event and anticipating his mighty
acts in the pilgrimage triumphal march to follow.

In his analysis of the Song’s strophe and meter, D. N. Freedman similarly described Exod.
15:11 as the lynchpin of the entire poem. He adopted James Muilenburg’s identification of the

Song’s three refrains (in verses 6, 11, and 16b), which Muilenburg had recognized by their

38 See Gray, “Canaanite Mythology,” 55-56; Gray, Legacy of Canaan, 11-12 n2; Habel, Yahweh Versus
Baal, 54, 58, 62-63, 64; Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, 120, 142; Clifford, Cosmic Mountain, 41, 75;
Miller, Divine Warrior, 117; Kloos, Yhwh’s Combat, 152; Smith and Pitard, Ugaritic Baal Cycle, 14, 45, 54; Day,
Yahweh and the Gods, 104; Green, Storm-God, 261; Dozeman, Commentary on Exodus, 335-36; Flynn, YHWH Is
King, 49; Ballentine, Conflict Myth, 48; and Tugendhaft, Baal and the Politics, 6, 64, 79.

>9 Habel, Yahweh Versus Baal, 58.
60 Habel, Yahweh Versus Baal, 54.
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common staircase-parallelism form.°! Locating the Song’s narrative and thematic center in the
second refrain, Freedman wrote, “The second refrain stands at the center of the poem, and is an
elaborate apostrophe on the incomparability of Yahweh. It serves to link not only the two major
parts of the poem but also the thematic statements at the beginning and end: vs. 3, Yahweh the
warrior, and vs. 18, Yahweh the king who will reign over his people.”%? Freedman’s conception
of Exod. 15:11°s thematic importance, that is, its mediating position in the Song’s “kingship
sequence,” buttresses the notion that the Song is essentially about Yahweh’s status relative to
other gods. Umberto Cassuto submitted that Exod. 15:11 was, more particularly, a summary
statement of Yahweh’s superiority over the gods of Egypt, whose authority Yahweh had
undermined in the prior narrative. Cassuto paraphrased the verse’s rhetorical question, “Who is
like Thee among the gods, O Lord?” as, “Who can be compared to Thee from among the pagan
deities, and particularly among the divinities of Egypt, who were unable to deliver their
devotees?”% Freedman’s thesis of the centrality of Exod. 15:11 appears to be the consensus in

scholarship on the Song.®* Brian D. Russell is a recent espouser of this view. Highlighting the

*I'p N. Freedman, “The Song of the Sea,” in Pottery, Poetry, and Prophecy: Studies in Early Hebrew Poetry
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1980) 179; and Freedman, “Strophe and Meter,” in Pottery, Poetry, and Prophecy,
188. Muilenburg identified the three refrains in the Song by their common form, which, he noticed, imitates the
staircase parallelism in “pre-Mosaic” Ugaritic poetry. Muilenburg, “Liturgy on the Triumphs,” 233-51. Cf. Russell,
Song of the Sea, 14, 66—67. Russell claimed that staircase parallelism shows “Canaanite influence,” since this form
is not found in Akkadian literature. Russell, Song of the Sea, 66.

02F reedman, “Strophe and Meter,” 216. The three refrains identified by Freedman are as follows:

TN 122 730 A
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63 Cassuto, Exodus, 176.

%4 Even the most radical redactional approaches consider verse 11 to be the summation of the original literary
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centrality of Exod. 15:11 and its cohering theme, Russell wrote, “On the basis of Yhwh’s
triumphant victory over the Egyptians, the poet asserts that there is no other god like Yhwh. This
is indeed the center of the Song of the Sea. This verse boldly and openly declares in a
polytheistic world that Yhwh has no rivals. The future is secure for Yhwh’s people. Yhwh is
indeed King of creation (cf. 15:18).”¢°

Ultimately, the thematic implication of the Song’s paralleling of the Baal Myth and the
Song’s presentation of Exod. 15:11—)7? 07832 7OM2™1— as its central verse together establish

that the Song of the Sea, the culmination of the conflict narrative in Exodus 1-15, is

fundamentally about Yahweh’s defeat of the gods of Egypt.

The “Plagues” as Yahweh’s Appropriation of Specific Egyptian Gods’ Domains and the
Hermeneutical Implications of This Appropriation

The determination that Exodus 1-15 is fundamentally about Yahweh’s defeat of the gods
of Egypt has compelled some scholars to argue further that specific Egyptian gods are being
targeted through the various so-called plagues in this narrative.% These arguments have
generally assumed the understanding of polemics elucidated by James Anderson, as discussed in
the survey above. Anderson had argued that polemics are signaled by Yahweh’s appropriation of

rival gods’ domains. Accordingly, he defined anti-Baal polemical texts as “instances where

layer of the poem. See, for example, Anja Klein, “Hymn and History in Ex 15: Observations on the Relationship
between Temple Theology and Exodus Narrative in the Song of the Sea,” Z4W 124 (2012): 518.

63 Russell, Song of the Sea, 30.

% In the recent history of exegesis, scholarly resistance to the idea that specific Egyptian gods are being
targeted, or wariness about making such assertions, appears to be engendered chiefly by two factors: awareness of
the incompleteness of current knowledge of ancient Egyptian worship practices and/or assessment that at least some
of the plagues do not correspond to the known domain of an Egyptian god. I agree that our knowledge of ancient
Egyptian religion is still maturing with the discoveries and studies of Egyptology, so caution is warranted. I contend,
however, that what has been missing in attempts to correlate plagues with gods is the incorporation of Egyptological
findings on the adoption of Syro-Canaanite gods into the heart of Egyptian religious practice.
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Yahweh takes over Baal’s domain.”%” This understanding was anticipated by John Day who
conceived of anti-Baal polemic as Yahweh'’s takeover of “Baal’s particular sphere of
influence.”% Thomas Dozeman is one Exodus scholar who has assumed Anderson and Day’s
understanding of polemic, arguing that Yahweh takes over the purported domains of specific
Egyptian gods in the enactment of the plagues. For example, this is how Dozeman perceived the
plague of frogs:

[T]he frogs may represent a religious polemic. The Egyptian goddess Heket was

portrayed with a frog’s head. She was associated with life, particularly in assisting the

god Khnum in the birth of humans. The invasion of the frogs into Pharaoh’s palace,

his bedroom, and even onto his bed as a plague, rather than the blessing of life, may

be a statement against the Egyptian goddess. The invasion of frogs into the bed of

Pharaoh is equally a polemic against the god Bes. He is the god of the bedroom,

associated with fertility and the protection of the family—especially at night and

during the birth of children.®
Dozeman implied that the plague of frogs signifies Yahweh’s appropriation and subversion of
the fertility domain shared by Heket and Bes. He added that this “polemical reading” is
strengthened by Moses’s subsequent announcement of Yahweh’s intention for this plague:
“Pharaoh must know ‘that there is no [god] like Yahweh, our God’ (8:10bb ...)”"° (Dozeman’s
insertion).

Buttressing his notion that specific deities were being targeted, Dozeman maintained that

“the ancient Israelite writers were ... familiar with Egyptian customs and practices.” Thus, other

plagues, too, he said, “may be polemical actions” against specific Egyptian gods.”! He

67 Anderson, Monotheism, 47.

68 Day, Yahweh and the Gods, 76-717.

69 Dozeman, Commentary on Exodus, 221.
7 Dozeman, Commentary on Exodus, 221.

& Egyptologist and Old Testament scholar Charles Aling anticipated Dozeman’s perception of the specific
polemics of the plagues. In his 1981 Egypt and Bible History, Aling contended that “some of the plagues (the first,
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mentioned “Hapi, the god of the Nile; Osiris, the god of the dead; and Ra, the sun god.””?
Dozeman highlighted the specific god he saw targeted in the plague of darkness. This plague, he
wrote, “is an attack on the very core of Egyptian religion.””* He asserted, “There is most
certainly a polemic against the Egyptian sun god, Ra, in the story.”’*

Kenneth Kitchen resisted making “the supposed ‘theological critique’ of Egyptian gods and
beliefs in Exod. 7-12” the emphasis of the plague narrative. However, he acknowledged that
“the impact of various plagues can be understood as devaluing or denying Egyptian beliefs.””®
Like Dozeman, Kitchen mentioned Heqat (Heket) and Amen-Re (Ra). He also agreed that the
turning of the Nile into a “destructive” flood “red in hue, bringing death” was an anti-Hapi
polemic, since the beneficent flooding of the Nile was Hapi’s domain. Additionally, Kitchen
speculated that the “reddening” of the Nile portrayed Yahweh in the role of Seth, the “murderer”
of Osiris the Nile god.

Finally, Kitchen explained the comprehensive statement of Exod. 12:12 through a

hermeneutical—in this case polemical—lens. The “[d]eath of so many throughout the land,” he

second, seventh, ninth, and tenth) appear to attack individual gods,” but he was uncertain whether the third, fourth,
sixth, and eighth plagues do. Charles Aling, Egypt and Bible History: From Earliest Times to 1000 B.C. (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 1981), 106. Herbert Wolf later concurred that at least some gods were specifically targeted, writing,
“Many of the plagues were directed at specific deities to show their inherent weakness.” Herbert Wolf, An
Introduction to the Old Testament Pentateuch (Chicago: Moody, 1991), 128.

2 Dozeman, Commentary on Exodus, 30.
& Dozeman, Commentary on Exodus, 247.

74 Dozeman, Commentary on Exodus, 258. Dozeman’s identification of an anti-Ra polemic has been
supported most vigorously by Gary Rendsburg: “The eighth, ninth, and tenth plagues, I submit, are all directed at Ra
in some fashion, especially in light (pun intended?) of Pharaoh’s comment in 10:10.” Gary Rendsburg, “YHWH's
War Against the Egyptian Sun-God Ra.” TheTorah.com. https://thetorah.com/article/yhwhs-war-against-the-
egyptian-sun-god-ra. Rendsburg had argued the same in an earlier article: “the eighth, ninth, and tenth plagues ...
can all be interpreted as attacks on the Egyptian sun-god Ra.” Gary Rendsburg, “The Egyptian Sun-God Ra in the
Pentateuch,” Henoch 10 (1988): 7.

75 Kenneth A. Kitchen, On the Reliability of the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 253.
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said, “would probably seem to Egyptians to have negated the powers of the gods completely.””

Moreover, he remarked, the Egyptians would have also viewed such widespread death as
negating Pharaoh’s “personal and official key role of ensuring [the gods’] favor.”””

Based on scholarly agreement that the individual plagues in the plague narrative were
likely targeting specific Egyptian gods through appropriation of their purported domains, it is
plausible that Yahweh is also confronting a specific god in the continuation of that narrative in
Exodus 14—15. If we assume Anderson’s understanding of polemic, the observation that the
canonical account of the exodus presents Yahweh as a Storm-god (by Miller, Green, Dozeman,
and Utzschneider and Oswald) may indicate far more than these scholars realized. If it can be
established that the Egyptians had been worshipping a Storm-god of their own, then it is
probable that Yahweh’s actions as a Storm-god were intended polemically. In short, Yahweh

could be understood as appropriating the domains of the rival Storm-god and thereby

undermining this god’s authority while underscoring his own.

76 Kitchen, On the Reliability, 253.
7 Kitchen, On the Reliability, 253.
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CHAPTER FIVE

THE ANTI-BAAL POLEMICAL INTENT OF EXODUS 14-15, PART 2:
UNDERSTANDING THE BAAL-ZEPHON REFERENCES IN EXODUS 14 WITHIN
THEIR CANONICALLY PRESENTED HISTORICAL CONTEXT

Grounded in the Egyptological discoveries and rediscoveries of the past forty years, it is
the strong consensus among Egyptologists that Seth/Baal-zephon, the hybrid of native Seth with
the Syro-Canaanite Storm-god, was being worshipped centrally in the East Nile Delta from 1700
BCE through the Nineteenth Dynasty.! This time period would overlap substantially with the

two most widely supported datings of Israel’s Egyptian sojourn and exodus.?

I See Appendix 1 for a discussion of the hybrization of native Seth with Baal-zephon. W. M. F. Petrie was
one of the first modern scholars to recognize the hybridization of native Seth with the Syro-Canaanite Storm-god.
Discussing the Ramesside era tablet which he titled, “Menu-nekht offering to Sutekh,” Petrie descibed the pictured
god as “a strange figure of truculent aspect, wearing a tall, pointed cap with two horns in front, and a long streamer
hanging from the top of it. The name in front is Sutekh aa pehti, ‘Sutekh the great and mighty,’ the great god of the
Hittites, worshipped specially in Syria. ... This is entirely different from the figures in Egypt of the god Set, although
the Egyptians easily confounded their Set with the Syrian Sutekh, and even used the same hieroglyph for both.” W.
M. F. Petrie, Researches in Sinai (New York: E. P. Dutton and Company, 1906), 127. In 1952, R. T. O’Callaghan
noted the earlier scholarly recognition of the hybridization of native Seth and Syro-Canaanite Baal. “It is already
well known that in the Egypt of the New Kingdom, Baal was identified with Sutah (Seth).” R. T. O’Callaghan, “The
Word ktp in Ugaritic and Egypto-Canaanite Mythology,” Or 21 (1952): 39.

2 The two major scholarly positions on the date of the exodus place the exodus, including the Sea Event, in
the Egyptian New Kingdom period. Arguments for the two most widely held datings—the Eighteenth Dynasty (ca.
1446 BCE) or the Nineteenth Dynasty (ca. 1280 BCE)—were set forth by John Davis in Moses and the Gods of
Egypt. Davis summarized the views and argued for the earlier dating as follows:

[D]ominating the studies of the Book of Exodus are two basic views of the date of the exodus. The one

date ... is that the exodus occurred sometime in the early thirteenth century B.C., presumably during the
reign of Ramses II. The other alternative, strongly suggested by biblical chronology, is that the oppression
of Israel began during the period of the Hyksos and continued into the reign of Thutmose III who perhaps
was Israel’s most severe taskmaster. The exodus, then, would have occurred shortly after his death and
during the reign of Amenhotep I1. The latter view seems preferable in light of the fact that it is more
faithful to Scripture and provides a credible background for integrating the events of the exodus and
conquest with Egyptian history and culture.

Davis, Moses and the Gods, 39—40; cf. Aling, Egypt and Bible History, 57; and R. Reed Lessing and Andrew
E. Steinmann, Prepare the Way of the LORD: An Introduction to the Old Testament (St. Louis: Concordia, 2014),
77-81.
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Seth/Baal-zephon Worship in Egypt during the Pre-Hyksos Period

The beginning of Seth/Baal-zephon worship in Egypt dates to the pre-Hyksos period, ca.
1700 BCE. Extant evidence demonstrates that Seth-Baal was being worshipped in the East Nile
Delta as early as the Fourteenth Dynasty, six or seven decades prior to the arrival of the Hyksos.
Seth-Baal, a hybrid of the native Egyptian god with the Syro-Canaanite Storm-god, became the
dynastic god of Nehesy, a Fourteenth Dynasty pharaoh who ruled over the East Nile Delta from
Avaris. A fragmentary obelisk from Raahu, found in Tanis, contains traces of a dedication by the
“eldest royal son, Nehesy, beloved of Seth, Lord of »-34¢,” r-3ht being a boundary region in the
East Nile Delta.®> An inscription on another of Nehesy’s monuments found at Tell el-Mugdam
refers to “Seth, Lord of Avaris.”* John Van Seters argued that Nehesy’s accession thereby “gave
to Avaris a new religious and political basis” centered around the worship of Seth.’

Two artifacts discovered in the Nile Delta region over the past two centuries provide
conclusive evidence of Seth-Baal worship in Egypt during the pre-Hyksos period. The 400 Year
Stela from Avaris (found in Tanis in 1863 CE and dated to ca. 1300 BCE) commemorates four

hundred years of the reign of Seth-Baal in Egypt.° It thereby dates the beginnings of Seth-Baal

3 John Van Seters, The Hyksos: A New Investigation (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 1966), 100-101. Van
Seters noted that 7-34¢ means “the gateway of the cultivated fields,” and identified it as the region of Sile, at the
boundary of the East Nile Delta with the desert. Van Seters, Hyksos, 101. The probable hybrid nature of the “Seth”
documented on Nehesy’s monuments is clarified by the 400 Years Stela and the Tel el-Daba cylinder seal. Both
artifacts portray a god worshipped in the East Nile Delta in Nehesy’s time and clothed in the known attire of Baal-
zephon, the Syro-Canaanite Storm-God.

4 Bertha Porter and Rosalind L. B. Moss, Topographical Bibliography of Ancient Egyptian Hieroglyphic
Texts, Reliefs, and Paintings, vol. 4 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1934), 37-38.

3 Van Seters, Hyksos, 101-2.

® Kurt Sethe was the first to propose that the vizier Seti pictured standing behind Ramesses II was Ramesses’s
father, King Seti I, who served as vizier to Horemheb, the final ruler of the Eighteenth Dynasty, 1321-1292 BCE.
Kurt Sethe, “Der Denkstein mit dem Datum des Jahres 400 der Ara von Tanis,” ZA4S 65 (1930): 85-89. John Van
Seters concurred with Sethe’s identification and suggested a date of 1325 BCE for the anniversary which Ramesses
is commemorating. This sets the beginning of Seth/Baal-zephon worship in Egypt in ca. 1720 BCE. Van Seters,
Hyksos, 98.
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worship in Egypt to ca. 1700 BCE, around the time of Nehesy’s reign, and implies the continuity
of this worship over the succeeding four centuries. In a 2015 article, Manfred Bietak, the
preeminent contemporary Egyptologist specializing in the East Nile Delta, summarized the
stela’s import. He described it as a monument commemorating four centuries of Seth/Baal-
zephon worship at Avaris, the capital of this region:’

[T]he 400 years, month 4, and day 4 on the famous Stela of 400 Years**—J[is] a

commemoration of the rule of the god Seth of Avaris. The 400 Year Stela originates

from the temple of Seth in Avaris, but was found dislocated at Tanis where the god

Seth is not depicted as an Egyptian god but—with his horns, high crown with a long

pommel, and western Asiatic kilt with tassels—is clearly defined as a Canaanite god
who was identifiable as the Canaanite storm god Ba ‘al Zephon.® (italics added)

Bietak understood the Seth named on the 400 Years Stela as an Egyptian interpretation of Baal-
zephon. In Bietak’s words, “The Egyptian storm god Seth became an interpretatio degyptiaca of

the Canaanite storm god.”’

TF ollowing Van Seters, Bietak similarly described the 400 Years Stela as a product of the early Ramesside
Dynasty commemorating four centuries of Egyptian Seth-Baal worship which spanned from the reign of Nehesy to
that of Horemheb. Bietak wrote, “Most of the abovementioned researchers [listed in note 8 below] see in the Stela of
400 Years an event commemorating a temple era in the time of Horemheb (ca. 1300 BC) which would be about 400
years after the first evidence surfaced of this cult in Avaris under King Nehesy (ca. 1700 BC).” Manfred Bietak, “On
the Historicity of the Exodus: What Egyptology Today Can Contribute to Assessing the Biblical Account of the
Sojourn in Egypt,” in Israel’s Exodus in Transdisciplinary Perspective, ed. Thomas E. Levy and Thomas Schneider
(Cham, Switzerland: Springer International, 2015), 32.

8 Bietak lists several other scholars who have studied the 400 Year Stela with similar conclusions: Kurt Sethe,
Urkunden der dgyptische Altertums. IV: Urkunden der 18. Dynastie. 2™ ed. (Leipzig: J. C. Heinrichs, 1930); Pierre
Montet, “La Stele de 1’an 400 retrouvée,” Kémi 4 (1931): 191-215; Rainer Stadelmann, Die 400-Jahr-Stele
(Brussels: Musées royaux d’art et d’histoire, 1965); Hans Goedicke, “Considerations on the Battle of Kadesh,” JEA
52 (1966): 71-80; Jurgen von Beckerath, “Nochmals die ‘Vierhundertjahr-Stele,”” Or (1993): 400-3; Kenneth
Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions, Translated and Annotated, Translations, Vol. 2. Ramesses II, Royal Inscriptions
(Oxford: Blackwells, 1996), 116—17; Kenneth Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions, Translated and Annotated, Notes
and Comments II, Ramesses, Royal Inscriptions (Oxford: Blackwells, 1999), 168—72. See also Manfred Bietak,
“Kat. Nr. 391, Abgul3 der 400-Jahr-Stele,” in Pharaonen und Fremde, Dynastien im Dunkel (Vienna: Eigenverlag
Der Museen Der Stadt, 1994), 279-81; and Bietak, “On the Historicity,” 32.

0 Bietak, “On the Historicity,” 32. In a recent article based on her dissertation, Noga Ayali-Darshan submitted
that another early identification of Seth with a foreign Storm-god is found on a Sidonian seal dating from the end of
the Twelfth Dynasty (1800—-1650 BCE). The seal contains the Seth animal logogram along with the “foreign land”
marker, signifying “Seth (or Baal?), Lord of I3ii” which, Ayali-Darshan maintained, was “the land of /3ii in the
region of Lebanon.” Ayali-Darshan, “The Other Version,” 32 n33.

101



Figure 2. The 400—Year Stela

Source: http://www.joanlansberry.com/setfind/400years.html.

Another artifact which substantiates Seth/Baal-zephon worship in the pre-Hyksos period is
the Tell el-Daba Cylinder Seal. The cylinder-shaped seal, which depicts a Syro-Canaanite Storm-
god standing astride two mountains in the midst of the sea, was discovered in 1979 at the site of
ancient Avaris, specifically on the pavement of the Middle Kingdom Thirteenth Dynasty
palace.!® In 1984, eminent historian and archaeologist Edith Porada published the definitive
discussion of this artifact. She dated the seal to the eighteenth century BCE and described its
engraved image as a portrait of the “Syrian weather god”:

A Syrian weather god in smiting posture with a long curl projecting backward is seen

in a powerful stride atop two mountains which have crisscross markings. ... The

precision of the carving and the slender figures of the Syrian cylinder suggest a date

in the eighteenth century B.C.; that would agree with the date furnished by the

occurrence at Mari of the duckbill ax [whose use is dated to the eighteenth century
BCE], which seems to be portrayed in the Dab‘a cylinder. '

10 Bdith Porada, “The Cylinder Seal from Tell el-Dab‘a,” AJ4 88 (1984): 485.

1 Porada, “The Cylinder Seal,” 487. Meindert Dijkstra affirmed Porada’s interpretation in his influential
1991 article on the Tell el-Daba seal, “The Weather-God on Two Mountains”: “Literary and iconographical texts
indeed point strongly in the direction of an identification of the weather-god on the two mountains with Baal
Saphon, who treads the high places of the earth (Amos 4:13, Micah 1:3).” Dijkstra, “Weather God,” 137. For the
same view, see Manfred Bietak, “Biblical Account of the Sojourn in Egypt,” in Israel’s Exodus in Transdisciplinary
Perspective, ed. Thomas E. Levy and Thomas Schneider (Cham, Switzerland: Springer International Publishing,
2015), 31.
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Figure 3. The Tell el-Daba Cylinder Seal

Source: Manfred Bietak, Avaris, The Capital of the Hyksos, Recent Excavations at Tell el-Daba
(London: British Museum, 1996), 28, fig. 25, reverse image.

Egyptologists Herbert Niehr, Izak Cornelius, and Manfred Bietak have all confirmed
Porada’s dating and agreed with her identification of the figure on the seal as Baal-zephon. Niehr
wrote in 1999, “The oldest representation of Baal-zaphon in smiting posture and standing on two
mountains is preserved on a Syrian seal of the 18" cent. BCE from Tell el-Daba‘a in Egypt.”!?
Cornelius recently stated, “From Avaris hails a locally made cylinder seal (dated to the
eighteenth century BCE) showing a menacing god in typical Levantine style. It has been
identified as Baal, or, better, Baal-Zaphon, who was linked with the sea.”!® Bietak also assented

to Porada’s dating: “This cylinder seal dates from around the time of the reign of the Fourteenth

Dynasty king Nehesy (ca. 1700 BC) who established his capital at Avaris/Modern Tell el-Daba

12 Herbert Niehr, “Baal-zaphon,” Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1999), 152.

13 1zak Cornelius, “From Bes to Baal: Religious Interconnections between Egypt and the East,” in Pharaoh’s
Land and Beyond: Ancient Egypt and Its Neighbors, ed. Pearce Paul Creasman and Richard H. Wilkinson (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2017), 215.

103



on the Pelusiac branch of the Nile.”!*

Seth/Baal-zephon Worship in Egypt during the Hyksos Period

In his influential 1960 study of Egyptian religion, Siegfried Morenz illuminated the
centrality of Seth/Baal-zephon worship in the East Nile Delta during the Hyksos Period (ca.
1640-1530 BCE). Morenz, citing the account of the Hyksos regime in Papyrus Sallier I, relayed
that the Hyksos king, Apophis, chose Seth as the sole object of his worship, implying that this
Seth-Baal cult was centered in the East Nile Delta.

[Regarding] the Hyksos, who during the Second Intermediate Period gained a footing

first of all in the eastern Delta (capital: Avaris) and then penetrated to varying

distances into the interior of the country[:] Their god is said to have been Seth: “[The

Hyksos king] Apophis took to him Sutekh [Seth]'> for lord and served not any god
that was in the whole land save only Sutekh [Seth].”!¢

14 Bietak, “On the Historicity,” 31.

135 Seth is the Hellenized form of transliterations of the various hieroglyphic orthographies of this god’s name
as found below, respectively, Sutekh (with the addition of the Seth-animal determinative and the god determinative),
Sutesh, Sutekh:

2 v

16 Siegfried Morenz, Egyptian Religion, trans. Ann E. Keep (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1960),
238. The passage was originally translated in Battiscombe Gunn and Alan. H. Gardiner, “New Renderings of
Egyptian Texts: II. The Expulsion of the Hyksos,” JEA 5 (1918): 40—45. Gunn and Gardiner’s translation of the
fuller passage reads,

the Prince Apophis being in Avaris, and the entire land was tributary to him with their produce in full (?) as
well as with all good things of Timtris. Then King Apophis took S&tekh to himself as lord, and did not
serve any god which was in the entire land except Setekh. And he built a temple of fair and everlasting
work by the side of [the palace of] Apophis, and he arose [every] day to make the daily sacrifice of [cattle]
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Morenz clarified that the Hyksos Seth was Syrian Baal, noting, “Here it may be assumed that
Seth stands for the Syrian god ‘Baal,” because of all foreign deities Baal alone is designated in
later Egyptian texts by Seth’s animal.”!”

In his 1966 monograph on the Hyksos, John Van Seters corroborated Morenz’s assertions
about the primacy of Seth-Baal worship among the Hyksos. He asserted, “There can be no doubt
... that the Hyksos worshiped Seth as ‘Lord of Avaris,” the principal deity of the monarchy.”!8
Along with referencing the aforementioned passage from Papyrus Sallier I, '’ Van Seters
adduced an offering table, originally located at Avaris during Apophis’s reign. It contains the
inscription, “he made it as a monument for his father Seth, Lord of Avaris.”?° Also in line with
Morenz, Van Seters identified the Hyksos Seth with the Asiatic Baal-zephon. “It is generally
assumed among scholars,” he confirmed, “that when the Hyksos adopted the worship of Seth

they identified this Egyptian god with their own principal Asiatic deity.”?!

to S&tekh, and the officials of [His Majesty] bore garlands of flowers (?), exactly as it is done (in) the
temple of Phra‘-Harakhte.

Gunn and Gardiner, “New Renderings,” 40.

17 Morenz, Egyptian Religion, 238. The Seth animal looks like k’ Morenz explained that the term “Seth’s
animal” is used instead of the name of a specific animal because the animal’s “species cannot be determined with
certainty.” Morenz, Egyptian Religion, 238.

18 van Seters, Hyksos, 173. Van Seters asserted that the Hyksos’ adoption of Seth as their dynastic god is
understandable in light of two factors—“previous familiarity with the god and assimilation to their own major
deity,” i.e., Baal-zephon, and “primarily by the expediency of political continuity with the previous Egyptian regime
of Nehesy.” Van Seters, Hyksos, 103. Van Seters’s assertion about the Hyksos’ assimilation of Seth with Baal-
zephon awaited correction by the discovery of the Tel el-Daba cylinder seal which demonstrated that the
assimilation had, in fact, already taken place under Nehesy or before.

19 vVan Seters, Hyksos, 171-72.
20 van Seters, Hyksos, 171.

2 Van Seters, Hyksos, 173. To my knowledge, the first scholars to make this assertion were Gunn and
Gardiner, though they were then unaware that the “Semitic Baal” was worshipped favorably by the native Egyptian
pharaohs of the Eighteenth Dynasty. In 1918, Gunn and Gardiner wrote, “From the Eighteenth Dynasty onwards Sét
or Sétekh became the Egyptian stock-equivalent of any Asiatic enemy god: the Semitic Baal ... is written with his
sign, and S&tekh is the translation of the Hittite god Teshub in the Treaty made by Ramesses II.” Gunn and Gardiner,
“New Renderings,” 44.
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Seth/Baal-zephon Worship in Egypt during the Eighteenth Dynasty

The Seth-Baal cult was prevalent and pronounced during the Eighteenth Dynasty reigns of
Ahmose and the Thutmoside pharaohs, as is evident both in the accounts of Egyptologists and in
extant artifacts. Bietak detailed the endurance of Baal-zephon worship in the East Nile Delta
after Ahmose’s expulsion of the Hyksos:

When Ahmose, the first pharaoh of the 18™ Dynasty, took Avaris, Avaris itself was

not destroyed, but abandoned. Only the area of the temple of Seth/Ba’al Zephon—the

chief god of Avaris—showed continued activity. The pharaohs of the 18th Dynasty

respected its precinct, and it was only abandoned in the Amarna Period [1348—-1336
BCE], to be rebuilt again under Tutankhamun and Horemheb.??

Bietak suggested that the endurance of Baal-zephon worship at Avaris was, at least in part,
due to “a fair proportion of the Asiatic population which had supported Hyksos rule remain[ing]
behind and [being] integrated into Egyptian society.”? Bietak also noted that the major harbor
near Avaris, which he deemed to be Peru-nefer, was “the major Egyptian naval stronghold” in
the time of Thutmose III and Amenhotep II and asserted that “Canaanite cults ... were certainly
1.24

maintained” there as wel

Nearly a half century before Bietak, Siegfried Morenz contended that worship in Egypt of

22 Manfred Bietak, “Egypt and the Levant,” in The Egyptian World, ed. T. Wilkinson (London: Routledge,
2007), 432.

23 Bietak, “Egypt and the Levant,” 432.

2 Bietak, “Egypt and the Levant,” 432. To support the existence of Baal-zephon worship at Perunefer, the
principal Eighteenth Dynasty naval base, Bietak cited “Papyrus St. Petersburg 1116A (vs. 42) from the reign of
Amenhotep II” which explicitly mentions a “Divine offering to Seth in Peru-nefer” (Htp-ntr n Sth m Prw-nfr.
Manfred Bietak, “Peru-nefer: The Principal New Kingdom Naval Base,” E4 34 (2009): 16.

Douglas Petrovich has firmly supported Bietak’s location of Peru-nefer at Avaris, writing, “Bietak ... proved
conclusively that Peru-nefer—the famous naval base of Thutmose III that was depicted on the walls of Theban
tombs, such as that of Rekhmire (TT 100), and was described on Papyrus BM 10056 as the site where Keftiu (i.e.,
Cretan) ships were docked in its harbor—is the very site of Avaris.” Douglas Petrovich, “Toward Pinpointing the
Timing of the Egyptian Abandonment of Avaris During the Middle of the 18 Dynasty,” JA4EI 5:2 (2013): 9.

For Bietak’s response to David Jeffrey’s challenges to his position, see Manfred Bietak, “The Aftermath of
the Hyksos in Avaris,” in Culture Contacts and the Making of Cultures: Papers in Homage to Itamar Even-Zohar,
eds. Rakefet Sela-Sheffy and Gideon Toury (Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University Unit of Culture Research, 2011), 26-32.
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Syrian deities—of which the Baal-zephon cult was chief—actually ramped up with the expulsion
of the Hyksos invaders. This phenomenon may be explained, Morenz suggested, by the influx of
slaves and, later, immigrants engendered by the continuous military offensive conducted by
Thutmose I1I, whose sixteen continuous Asiatic campaigns spanned two decades.?> Morenz
described the impact of these campaigns as an escalation in Egyptian worship of, “especially,”
Syrian deities:

[W]hen the Egyptians turned the tables on the [Hyksos] invaders, expelled them, and
sent their own armies across the Euphrates, masses of foreigners from the territory
they passed through reached the banks of the Nile—at first involuntarily, but later no
doubt often of their own free will. This was the beginning of the period when foreign,
especially Syrian, deities were worshipped on a large scale in Egypt; it came to an
end only toward the close of the Ramesside period, and is worth our attention for its
own sake. ... [I]n addition to Baal, who is almost completely absorbed by Seth, there
were Resheph and Hurun, and among the [female] gods, Anath, Astarte and
Kadesh.?¢

The most notable artifact corroborating Egyptian Seth-Baal worship in the years

immediately following the Hyksos expulsion is the Hearst Medical Papyrus. According to Noga

Ayali-Darshan, this papyrus, belonging “to the period prior to Thutmose I1I’s conquests,”?’

contains an incantation which explicitly alludes to Seth’s function as the Storm-god who defeats
the Sea. Ayali-Darshan wrote, “The Hearst Medical Papyrus (11:3) suggests that Seth casts a

spell (‘tie’) on the Sea (... ir mi §n.n Sth p3 w3d-wr).”*8

25 “Beginning in the first year of his reign, and over a period of twenty years, Thutmose III conducted a series
of at least sixteen campaigns in Asia by which he established Egypt’s Asiatic empire.” Miriam Lichtheim, Ancient
Egyptian Literature: A Book of Readings, vol. 2 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2006), 29,
http://www.questia.com/read/124829219/ancient-egyptian-literature-a-book-of-readings.

26 Morenz, Egyptian Religion, 238-39. Cf. E. A. Wallis Budge, The Gods of the Egyptians: Studies in
Egyptian Mythology (New York: Dover, 1969), 2:278-79.

27 Ayali-Darshan, “The Other Version,” 34 n38. Tugendhaft also mentioned this “medico-magical” papyrus
in Tugendhaft, Baal and the Politics, 99 n62.

2 Ayali-Darshan, “The Other Version,” 34. Ayali-Darshan added that an early Ramesside era papyrus, the
Greater Berlin Papyrus (3038, 21.2-3), confirms that “the latter [the Sea] ultimately yield[ed] to [Seth’s] authority
(... mi sdm p3 Ym hrw St5).” Ayali-Darshan, “The Other Version,” 34.
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In 2011, Christiane Zivie-Coche credited Amenhotep II with the introduction of Baal and
other West Semitic deities into “the established pantheon.”?® “Particularly important,” she
asserted, “is the introduction of a series of Near Eastern deities into the established pantheon at
the beginning of the New Kingdom, under the reign of Amenhotep I1.”2° She added the insight
that the “principal function” of these deities “was providing protection.”*! In other words, she
said, they were worshipped particularly for personal and national security, especially as
“protectors of the king.”*?> Morenz anticipated Zivie-Coche, specifying that these Syrian deities
were especially connected to the Egyptian kings. According to Morenz, Pharaoh’s conquest of
the peoples in these deities’ domains enabled the Egyptian king to absorb these gods’ martial
power into the Egyptian pantheon for his brandishing in future battles.*?

Bietak recently confirmed the significant role Amenhotep II had in fostering the worship of
Canaanite gods, even to the point of this pharaoh emulating them. “Under his [Amenhotep 11’ 15]
rule,” Bietak asserted, “Canaanite cults flourished. ... As king, he compared himself to Ba’al or
Reshep.”*

The 2000 CE rediscovery of the prologue of the Astarte Papyrus (Amherst papyri,

document no. 9) established Amenhotep II’s intimate acquaintance not only with Seth-Baal but

29 “Reshep, Hauron, Ba’al, Astarte, ... Qadesh, and a few others.” Christiane Zivie-Coche, “Dieux étrangers
en Egypte” (“Foreign Deities in Egypt”), trans. Jacco Dieleman, UCLA Encyclopedia of Egyptology 1, no. 1 (2011):
1, https://escholarship.org/uc/item/7tr1814c.

30 Zivie-Coche, “Dieux étrangers en Egypte,” 1.
3 Zivie-Coche, “Dieux étrangers en Egypte,” 1.

2 Zivie-Coche, Dieux étrangers en Egypte,” 7. Zivie-Coche emphasized that these foreign deities were
considered “protectors of the king” and were consequently worshipped by “private individuals [who] turned to them
for help and protection.” Zivie-Coche, “Dieux étrangers en Egypte,” 7. Evidently, Zivie-Coche, like Morenz before
her, was unaware of the century and a half of worship of Syrian gods in Egypt prior to the Thutmoside Dynasty.

33 Morenz, Egyptian Religion, 239.
4 Bietak, “Egypt and the Levant,” 436.

108



also with the Baal Myth.® Philippe Collombert and Laurent Coulon discovered the fragment
while they were conducting research in the La Bibliothéque nationale de France. Upon
examination, this long-lost prologue was found to preserve a mid-fifteenth century Egyptian
account of the West Asian conflict myth.3®

Collombert and Coulon’s analysis of the newfound introduction revealed that P.Amh. 9
was originally dedicated to Amenhotep II during his lifetime.?” The fragment opens with the
exact date of the event being commemorated—[Regnal] Year 5, the 3rd month of Peret, day 19.
The speaker then utters a blessing upon the pharaoh, calling him by name and affirming his
sonship to the sun god Ré: “Long live the King of Upper and Lower Egypt ... / The son of Re
(Amenhotep the sovereign god of Heliopolis) ... / endowed with life eternally and forever,
appeared [on the throne of Horus (?)]—like his father Ré every day.”?8
Collombert and Coulon also observed that P.Amh. 9 goes beyond merely dedicating the

papyrus to this Eighteenth Dynasty pharaoh; it also indicates Amenhotep II’s desire to emulate

Seth-Baal’s martial prowess. The section following the speaker’s blessing of Amenhotep 11

335 See Thomas Schneider, “Foreign Egypt: Egyptology and the Concept of Cultural Appropriation,”’4eL 13
(2003): 160—61. This is the same document discussed by Aaron Tugendhaft in Tugendhaft, Baal and the Politics,
92-93. Earlier, Schneider had argued for “an Egyptian acquaintance with the [Baal] myth in the Old Kingdom” in
Thomas Schneider, “Wer war der Gott ‘Chajtau’?” in Les civilisations du Bassin Méditerranéen. Hommages a
Joachim Sliwa, eds. Krzysztof M. Cialowicz and Janusz A. Ostrowski (Krakow: Instytut Archeologii UJ, 2000),
215-20.

36 The term “West Asian conflict myth” comes from Debra Scoggins Ballentine. It is synonymous with Cho’s
“sea myth.” Ayali-Darshan affirmed that the Astarte Papyrus (P.Amh. 9) was “composed or written down in Egypt
close to the middle of the second millennium.” Ayali-Darshan, “The Other Version,” 31.

37 This pushed the Astarte Papyrus’s former fourteenth century date of composition back to the middle of the
fifteenth century BCE. The fourteenth century date is asserted in H. te Velde, Seth, God of Confusion: A Study of
His Role in Egyptian Mythology and Religion (Leiden; E. J. Brill, 1967), 122. Collombert and Coulon’s discovery is
documented in Collombert and Coulon, “Les dieux contre la mer,” 193-242.

38 This is my translation of Collombert and Coulon’s French translation of the Astarte Papyrus’s
rediscovered prologue in Collombert and Coulon, “Les dieux contre la mer,” 200. According to Collombert and
Coulon, the epithet “the sovereign god of Hieropolis” (ntr hg> Jwnw) signals that this is Amenhotep II and not
another of the Amenhotep’s. Collombert and Coulon, “Les dieux contre la mer,” 201.
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begins, “Ren [ew (?) ...] that he did for the Ennead in order to fight the sea [...] / [ want to
celebrate (?)] (1, 3) your exploits. / [I] want to exalt [your power (?)] By telling / what you did
when you were just a kid. Your deeds [are like (?) (1, 4) in] bleeding before my eyes. It has been
done [...].”*° The initial “he” undoubtedly refers to Seth-Baal, but the following first and second
person pronouns are referentially ambiguous. Collombert and Coulon submitted that Amenhotep
I is likely the one speaking in first person, declaring his desire to praise Seth for his “deeds.”
They argued, however, that the difficulty in identifying the first person speaker—whether it is
the narrator celebrating Amenhotep II’s exploits or Amenhotep lauding Seth’s—may
intentionally serve to obscure the distinction between this pharaoh’s and the Storm-god’s
personalities. Discussing what they considered the “privileged relationship” between Pharaoh
Amenhotep II and Seth-Baal displayed in the Astarte Papyrus, they wrote,

the king/god ambiguity that appears throughout the prologue is perhaps explained if

one considers that Amenhotep II addresses in person [the] god Seth-Baal, and passes

himself off here as a student and heir to the prowess of the divine hero. It is the

identification of the king with his divine model, Seth-Baal the fighting god, which

will lead the editor to blend the characteristics of the two personalities into the same

eulogy. This privileged relationship between the pharaoh and this god is moreover

widely attested thereafter, in particular at the beginning of the XIXth dynasty, where

Seth-Baal has a status which makes him both a dynastic god and a glorious
predecessor.*

A few years after Collombert and Coulon’s publication, Schneider confirmed the intimate

39 This is my translation of Collombert and Coulon’s French translation of the Astarte Papyrus’s
rediscovered prologue in Collombert and Coulon, “Les dieux contre la mer,” 200.

40 Collombert and Coulon, “Les dieux contre la mer,” 208-9; my translation. Collombert and Coulon’s
original reads:

Amenhotep II s’adresse en personne au dieu Seth-Baal, et se pose ici en €léve et en héritier des prouesses
du héros divin. C’est I’identification du roi a son modéle divin, Seth-Baal le dieu batailleur, qui va conduire
le rédacteur a fondre les caractéristiques des deux personnalités dans une méme eulogie. Cette relation
privilégiée entre le pharaon et ce dieu est d’ailleurs largement attestée par la suite, notamment au début de
la XIXe dynastie, ou Seth-Baal posseéde un statut qui en fait a la fois un dieu dynastique et un prédécesseur
glorieux.

Collombert and Coulon, “Les dieux contre la mer,” 208-9.
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relationship between this Egyptian text from Amenhotep II’s time and the Baal Myth, calling it
“an Egyptian version of the Canaanite myth about Baal’s fight against the sea.”*! Schneider
maintained that the rediscovered fragment’s opening line functioned as its title. He translated line
1.2, “New copy of what he (Baal=Seth) did for the Ennead (of gods) in order to vanquish the
sea.” Like the French scholars, Schneider also observed that the occasion for the text “is dated to
a precise day in the 5" regnal year of Amenophis I1.”4

Schneider noted that the recently recovered addition reveals the faithfulness of the
Egyptian version to the Canaanite original. “[T]he 18th dynasty Egyptian audience,” he
recognized, “accepted the Baal tale such as preserved in” this papyrus “almost in its original
form and content.”* Echoing the Baal Myth, the “hero of the story” in the Egyptian account “is
Seth/Baal, armed for battle, with bow and horned helmet, walking across the mountains,”
Schneider observed.** Moreover, Schneider noticed that just as Baal goes out to extinguish
Yamm’s threat to the entire Ugaritic pantheon, the Astarte Papyrus recounts what “he
(Baal=Seth) did for the Ennead (of gods) in order to vanquish the sea.”*’

Schneider then elaborated on the dramatic implications which the prologue’s rediscovery

has for scholarship’s understanding of the depth of the Eighteenth Dynasty’s “cultural

4! Thomas Schneider, “Foreign Egypt: Egyptology and the Concept of Cultural Appropriation,”A4el 13
(2003): 160.

42 Schneider, “Foreign Egypt,” 161. Similarly, Noga Ayali-Darshan paraphrased line 1.2 of the fragment as
alluding to something “that he [Seth ...] performed for the Ennead (i.c., the Egyptians gods) in order to fight the Sea
(irw.fn t3 psdtr ‘h3 hn‘ p3 Ym).” Ayali-Darshan, “The Other Version,” 31.

Schneider speculated that the text’s composition was occasioned by “the inauguration of the Astarte
sanctuary in Perunefer in Amenophis’ [sic] II 5th year, for which stone was cut in the Tura quarries a year earlier.”
Schneider, “Foreign Egypt,” 161.

43 Schneider, “Foreign Egypt,” 161.
a4 Schneider, “Foreign Egypt,” 161.
45 Schneider, “Foreign Egypt,” 161.
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appropriation”*®: “[TThe beginning of the text,” he said “offers an embedding of the tale and so

proves a cultural appropriation to the very heart of the Egyptian civilization, which has generally
been believed to be immune from innovation from abroad.”*’ In fact, said Schneider, the very
king which scholars had proffered as the model of “Egyptian kingship,” i.e., Amenhotep II,
redefined Egyptian kingship “on a non-Egyptian model,” trumpeting Seth/Baal ““as a prototype
of belligerent kingship.”*® “Evidently,” clarified Schneider, anticipating Zivie-Coche, “the
Canaanite Baal was promoted to be a god of the Egyptian kingship by Amenophis I1!”#°
Schneider concluded that the relatively recent discovery of the Eighteenth Dynasty palace at
Avaris, along with the Horemheb sanctuary for Seth-Baal which had replaced an earlier temple
for Seth-Baal, attests to the plausibility “that there was continuous political support for Seth-Baal
throughout the 18" dynasty.”>

Schneider finished his discussion of P.Amh. 9’s implications by suggesting that
Hatshepsut’s “invective” against the Hyksos, who had marginalized the worship of Ra, was the

counterpoint to Amenhotep II’s privileging of the Canaanite Storm-god.>! Schneider argued that

Hatshepsut and Amenhotep II represented two sides of the Eighteenth Dynasty debate over the

46 Schneider, “Foreign Egypt,” 160-61.
47 Schneider, “Foreign Egypt,” 161.
48 Schneider, “Foreign Egypt,” 161.
49 Schneider, “Foreign Egypt,” 161.
30 Schneider, “Foreign Egypt,” 161.

> Hatshepsut had this text, called the Great Speos Artemidos Inscription, inscribed on the wall of her temple
at current Istabl Antar in Middle Egypt. It reads, “I have restored that which had been ruined. I raised up that which
had gone to pieces formerly, since the Asiatics were in the midst of Avaris of the Northland, and vagabonds were in
the midst of them, overthrowing that which had been made. They ruled without Re*, and he did not act by divine
command down to [the reign of] my majesty.” “The Great Speos Artemidos Inscription,” Ancient Near Eastern
Texts Relating to the Old Testament, 2nd ed., ed. James B. Pritchard (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1950),
231. Cf. Alan H. Gardiner, “Davies’s Copy of the Great Speos Artemidos Inscription,” JEA 32 (1946): 43-56, 47—
48. See also Van Seters, Hyksos, 172-73.
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identity of the preeminent god of Egypt. In Schneider’s rendering, the Hatshepsut and
Amenhotep II texts represent conflicting voices “in the contemporary political discussion about
which god should be the supreme god of Egyptian kingship: Re, Amun, Ptah, or Seth-Baal.”>?

Noga Ayali-Darshan and Aaron Tugendhaft have presented more recent analyses of the
Astarte Papyrus’s prologue. In a 2015 article, Ayali-Darshan discussed how the prologue
unprecedentedly illuminated the P.Amh. 9’s close relationship with the Canaanite conflict myth.
She specified that the conflict myth appropriated by the Egyptians—as manifest in the mid-
fifteenth century Astarte Papyrus—came from northern Syria, particularly the area around
Mount Saphon. In the Astarte Papyrus, she explained,

the Egyptians retained the names of the Canaanite gods known in Egypt and altered

all the others. Astarte and Ym (the Sea) are consequently retained, and Seth—Ilong

merged with Baal-—serves as the protagonist of the story. In other words, ... the

West-Semitic names of the gods employed in the parallel Egyptian source signify that

this text—Version A [i.e., the non-cosmogonic conflict myth]—originated in the area

around Mount Saphon (Spn) = Hazzi, where the West-Semitic names Astarte ( ¢rt)

and Yamm (Ym) were in use.>*

Ayali-Darshan concluded that the Egyptian Astarte Papyrus and the comparable myths contained

52 Schneider, “Foreign Egypt,” 161.

33 Ayali-Darshan, “The Other Version,” 38—-39. In 2008, following Schneider but prior to Tugendhaft and
Ayali-Darshan, Marc Van De Mieroop also asserted the Syrian influence on the Astarte Papyrus, writing,

A side effect of the introduction of Syrian gods into the Egyptian pantheon ... was that some stories about
them entered Egyptian literature as well. They were written in the Egyptian language and hieratic script,
but were Syrian in origin. A fragmentary papyrus from the reign of Amenhotep II of the Eighteenth
Dynasty contains a myth about the goddess Astarte, involving the battle between gods and the sea. The
pantheon represented is multicultural. The sea was an important force in Syrian mythology, as was Astarte,
who appears in the myth as the daughter of the Egyptian god Ptah. The sea’s opponent is the Egyptian god
Seth, identified with Syrian Baal. Some scholars regard the composition as a translation of a Syrian myth,
but it was clearly adapted to an Egyptian context. Its title reads, “New copy of what he (Baal = Seth) did for
the Ennead (i.e., the Egyptian gods) in order to vanquish the sea.” Similarly, Egyptian magical papyri
contained Syrian spells. These Syrian influences ... are more part of an exchange of religious ideas than of
cultural expressions, but they too show that speakers and scribes of the Egyptian language knew the
literature of Syria.”

Marc Van De Mieroop, The Eastern Mediterranean in the Age of Ramesses II (Malden, MA: Blackwell,
2007), 199.
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in the Hurro-Hittite Song of Ullikummi and the Song of Hedammu “all attest to the popularity this
version [of the West Asian conflict myth] enjoyed among the people of the ancient Near East
during the second millennium BCE.”>*

In his 2018 monograph, Aaron Tugendhaft further clarified the import of the Astarte
Papyrus’s prologue, implying that the papyrus is misnamed: “[T]he introduction names ‘that
which he (scil. Seth-Baal) did for the Ennead in fighting the sea’ as the work’s main theme.”>’
Echoing Ayali-Darshan, Tugendhaft observed that, by referring to the Sea with the Syro-
Canaanite term “Ym,” the rediscovered column indicates the Syro-Canaanite background of the
Astarte Papyrus’s narrative.>® Moreover, as Tugendhaft suggested, Seth’s fighting on behalf of
the Egyptian Ennead is reminiscent of the mediation of other Storm-gods who established their
respective divine supremacies by serving as their pantheon’s successful champion against the
Sea. By the conventions of the conflict myth, Seth’s victory over Yamm (Ym) on behalf of the
Ennead illuminates this god’s preeminent place in the New Kingdom Egyptian pantheon.

Tugendhaft buttressed the interpretations of Collombert, Coulon, Schneider, and Ayali-
Darshan, also supporting their assessment of P.Amh. 9’s implications for Egyptian intimacy with
Seth-Baal and the Baal Myth. Tugendhaft likewise discerned the Syrian influence on the conflict

myth at the heart of the document and agreed with the notion that Amenhotep II was attempting

to emulate the Storm-god, Seth-Baal.

>4 Ayali-Darshan, “The Other Version,” 50.
33 Tugendhaft, Baal and the Politics, 92-93.

36 Tugendhaft noted that pAmbherst9 (aka “Astarte and the Tribute to the Sea”) “displays clear links with
Levantine mythology—both in theme and terminology. For instance, the work uses the Semitic loanword ym
(Yamm) rather than the indigenous Egyptian word for sea.” Tugendhaft, Baal and the Politics, 99 n60. In support,
Tugendhaft cited Collombert and Coulon, 220, as well as James E. Hoch, Semitic Words in Egyptian Texts of the
New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), 52 n52. Ayali-Darshan
agreed that the Astarte Papyrus reflects the importation of Canaanite mythology. Ayali-Darshan, “The Other
Version,” 37.
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The opening portion of the text [known as “Astarte and the Tribute to the Sea”]
identifies the composition’s main purpose as celebrating the exploits of Seth, who
served as a divine model for the Egyptian sovereign Amenhotep II. In Egyptian
thinking of the period, Seth was regularly equated with Baal. Unsurprisingly,
therefore, among the god’s praiseworthy exploits was a combat with the sea. In fact,
the introduction names “that which he (scil. Seth-Baal) did for the Ennead in fighting
the sea” as the work’s main theme. ... [T]his Egyptian composition depicts a conflict
between the gods and the sea. Moreover, here the deity Seth-Baal is explicitly
credited as the gods’ champion.®’

Seth/Baal-zephon Worship in Egypt during the Nineteenth Dynasty

Collombert and Coulon’s groundbreaking 2000 article on Le début of the Astarte Papyrus
asserted the surging significance of Seth-Baal into the Ramesside period. They observed that “at
the beginning of the XIXth dynasty, ... Seth-Baal ha[d] a status which ma[de] him both a
dynastic god and a glorious predecessor.”*® Collombert and Coulon’s conception of Seth-Baal’s
high status during the Nineteenth Dynasty has been anticipated and confirmed by the past four
decades of Egyptology.

In a 2007 article, Bietak concurred that Seth/Baal-zephon was the dynastic god of the
Ramesside Dynasty, a circumstance which, he said, was fostered by the establishment of the
royal residence at the site of ancient Avaris. Bietak explained, “The Ramesside dynasty seems to
have originated in the eastern delta, probably Avaris.>® This brought about the installation of the
god Seth of Avaris in his Asiatic guise as dynastic god of the 19th Dynasty.”’ Bietak affirmed
that the dynastic transition to the Ramessides did not alter Seth-Baal’s Syro-Canaanite character.

“[TThe dynastic god Seth retained his character as Ba’al,” he said.!

57 Tugendhaft, Baal and the Politics, 92-93.

38 Collombert and Coulon, “Les dieux contre la mer,” 200.

%9 Bietak noted that Avaris was renamed Per-Ramesses by Ramesses II.
60 Bietak, “Egypt and the Levant,” 438.

o1 Bietak, “Egypt and the Levant,” 438.
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The premier artifact attesting the Ramessides’ intimate acquaintance with Seth-Baal is the
Poem of Pentaur, the official thirteenth century BCE account of Ramesses I1’s battle against the
Hittites at Kadesh on the river Orontes. The great Nineteenth Dynasty pharaoh proudly had the
account inscribed on the walls of several major temples, including those at Karnak, Abydos,
Luxor, Abu Simbel, and the Ramesseum.? The Poem of Pentaur reveals how Ramesses 1I’s
might, displayed in victory over the Hittite coalition, was compared in his day to the martial
power of Seth-Baal.®

As translated here by Miriam Lichtheim, the royally-endorsed poem evinces the
acceptability of identifying Ramesses with the Storm-god. The narrator recounts, “One [of the
members of the Hittite army coalition] called out to the other saying: ‘No man is he [Ramesses
II] who is among us, / It is Seth great-of-strength, Baal in person; / Not deeds of man are these
his doings, / They are of one who is unique, / Who fights a hundred thousand without soldiers
and chariots’”%* (italics added). In the poem, Ramesses II himself compares his prowess in battle
to Seth’s: “All I did succeeded. ... / I shot on my right, grasped with my left, / I was before them
like Seth in his moment”® (italics added). The poem’s narrator also compares Ramesses to Baal:
“His majesty thee rushed forward, / At a gallop he charged the midst of the foe, / For the sixth

time he charged them, / was after them like Baal in his moment of power, / slew them without

pause”®® (italics added). Finally, the chief of the Hittites writes to Ramesses II and identifies the

62 According to Lichtheim, sections of the Poem of Pentaur have also been discovered on fragments of two
hieratic papyri. Lichtheim, “Kadesh Battle Inscriptions,” 57.

93 Translated in Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, 2:67-71. Cf. Morenz, Egyptian Religion, 239;
George Hart, The Routledge Dictionary of Egyptian Gods and Goddesses (London: Taylor and Francis, 2005), 144.

64 Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, 2:67.
65 Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, 2:66.

66 Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, 2:69.
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great pharaoh as Seth-Baal “in person”: “Then the vile Chief of Khatti wrote and worshiped my
name like that of Re, saying: ‘You are Seth, Baal in person; / the dread of you is a fire in the land
of Khatti’” (italics added).®” In essence, the Poem of Pentaur’s description of Ramesses 11
implies that this New Kingdom pharaoh was perhaps considered not only an emulator but even
an avatar of Seth/Baal-zephon.

Another artifact demonstrating the centrality of Seth-Baal worship in Egypt during the
Nineteenth Dynasty is Papyrus Sallier IV. Discovered in Memphis and currently dated to ca.
1220 BCE, this famous document lists the gods of Perunefer, the New Kingdom naval base near
ancient Avaris.® Baal-zephon is explicitly mentioned in this list, which reads in part: “To Amiin
of the temple of the gods; to the Ennead that is in Pi-Ptah; to Ba‘alim, to Kadesh, and to Anyt;
(to) Ba‘al Zephon (b*r-d3pn), to Sopd”® (italics added).

Alluding to the two premier artifacts from the East Nile Delta discussed above, Bietak
summarized the case for the continuity of Seth/Baal-zephon worship in Egypt from the Pre-
Hyksos Period up through the Ramesside Period of the New Kingdom:

Given the fact that a locally cut cylinder seal depicting Ba‘al Zephon, found at Tell

el-Dab‘a ... proves that the cult of this storm god was at Avaris as early as the time of

the late Middle Kingdom, the Stela of 400 Years can be deemed just one proof of the

continuity of Canaanite cults from the Pre-Hyksos and the Hyksos Periods, through

the time of the major Egyptian harbor stronghold Peru-nefer during the 18th Dynasty,
and up to the Ramesside Period.”

Bietak concluded, “It seems that a continuous cult of Seth as interpretatio aegyptiaca of

67 Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, 2:71.

%8 1 am adopting Manfred Bietak’s thesis which he defended in Bietak, “Peru-nefer,” 15—17. Others argue for
a harbor site near Memphis. See David Jeffreys, “Perunefer: at Memphis or Avaris?” E4 28 (2006): 36-37.

9 Papyrus Sallier IV (vs. 1:6), quoted in Alan H. Gardiner, Late-Egyptian Miscellanies, Bibliotheca
Aegyptiaca 7 (Bruxelles: la Fondation égyptologique Reine Elisabeth, 1937), 89, translated in Ricardo Augusto
Caminos, Late-Egyptian Miscellanies, Brown Egyptological Studies 1 (London: Oxford University Press, 1954),
338.

70 Bietak, “On the Historicity,” 32.
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the Syrian storm god Ba‘al Zephon and which stretched at Avaris from the late Middle Kingdom

into the Ramesside Period can be advanced.””!

Egyptian Worship of Seth/Baal-zephon as the God Who Controls Historico-geographical
Waterways

The centrality of Seth-Baal worship in the East Nile Delta from the late Middle Kingdom
through the New Kingdom has been established in Egyptological studies of the past half century.
A related thesis attaining scholarly consensus over this period concerns the domains of Seth-
Baal. Based on the unanimity in scholarship over the past fifty years, it is probable that Baal-
zephon, the Syro-Canaanite Storm-god, was being worshipped during the second millennium
BCE, at least in part, as the deity who exercises dominion over the historico-geographical
waterways.

This understanding of Seth-Baal’s domain was initially implied by Otto Eissfeldt in his
pioneering work following the Ras Shamra discoveries.’? According to Eissfeldt, the cultic site
at Pelusium was associated—at least during the Hellenistic period—with sailors and those
rescued from shipwreck. There they prayed to Zeus-Cassius, Eissfeldt averred, as “a god of
sailors and shipping.””

In his 1968 Yahweh and the Gods of Canaan: A Historical Analysis of Two Contrasting
Faiths, Albright became one of several scholars after Eissfeldt to suggest that the Syrian Storm-

god Baal-zephon, aka Hadad, was not only the controller of the Sea-god Yamm in myth but also,

in consequence, the controller of waterways in history. Comparing Baal-zephon to Poseidon, the

7 Bietak, “Aftermath,” 22.
72 Eissfeldt, Baal Zaphon, 42.

73 Eissfeldt, Baal Zaphon, 42; my translation.
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Greek patron god of sailors, Albright attested to Baal-zephon’s popularity in settlements along
the Mediterranean coast as well as along the Nile River and its tributaries:

Baal-saphon was not only Lord of the North, but also lord of the northern storms.
Hadad was himself in a general way the storm-god par excellence, like Greek
Poseidon. 4s such, he was also the protector of mariners against storms. In his
honour temples were built and ports were named along the Mediterranean littoral as
far as Egypt, where we find Baal-zephon worshipped at Tahpanhes (Daphne) and
Memphis. In later times he was succeeded by Zeus Casius, after Mount Casius, the
Hellenized Anatolian name (Hazzi) of Saphon.” (italics added)

Eissfeldt and Albright’s notion that Baal’s dominion was over historico-geographical
waterways has been reinforced by the scholarship of the past quarter century.’” This theory was
affirmed most recently by James Anderson, who, in his discussion of Baal’s domains, claimed
that Baal-zephon was worshipped as the protector of sailors. Anderson then surmised the
connection between Baal’s conquest in the myth and control of seas in history. Deriving his
conclusion from elements discoverable in the Ugaritic artifacts, he wrote,

Tablet KTU 1.92 seems to imply that fish were offered to Baal along with wine,

which suggests that Baal may have been the patron of seafarers at Ugarit. Votive

anchors were found in the Baal temple, which stood atop Ugarit’s acropolis so that

sailors could see the temple from a great distance. This accords with the motif of the
storm-god conquering Yam.”®

In a 1998 study of the religion of Canaanite and Phoenician seafarers, Aaron J. Brody

asserted that the chief god of these sailors was Baal-Hadad, who was identified with Baal-

" Albright, Yahweh and the Gods, 127-28. Albright failed to recognize that the Israelites adopted “Zaphon”
as a term for “north” because of Mount Zaphon’s directional relation to Israel.

S cr. Dijkstra, “Weather-god,” 128-29; John Pairman Brown, The Legacy of Iranian Imperialism and the
Individual, vol. 3 of Israel and Hellas (Berlin-New York: deGruyter, 1995), 98. Brown also added the converse of
Porada’s conclusion discussed below: “Presumably a god capable of stilling storms can also raise them.” Brown,
Israel and Hellas, 3:101. Cf. Niehr, “Baal-zaphon,” 152-53; Lawrence A. Sinclair, Eerdmans Dictionary of the
Bible, ed. David Noel Freedman, Allen C. Myers, and Astrid B. Beck (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 137;
Gmirkin, Berossus and Genesis, 232; and Richard Hess, Israelite Religions: An Archaeological and Biblical Survey
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 2007), 96. Bietak concurred with Porada’s interpretation of the Tel el-daba cylinder seal,
describing its depiction as “the image of the Syrian storm god Hadad/Ba‘al-Zephon as the patron of sailors.” Bietak,
“Aftermath,” 22.

76 Anderson, Monotheism, 56.
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zephon. He wrote, “Perhaps the god of chief importance for Canaanite and Phoenician seafarers
was the storm god, Ba‘l-Haddu. In addition to Ba‘l-Haddu’s importance on land as the god who
brought storms necessary for growing crops dependant on rain, it was he who controlled the
winds which could either benefit or devastate a voyage at sea.”’’ Brody added that the Baal-
zephon site references in Exodus 14 fit the practice of ancient sailors “to dedicate their havens to
their patron deities.”’® He concluded that the Bible’s Baal-zephon references “may be taken as
another example of the nature of Ba7 Sapon as a guardian of Canaanite seafarers.””” By
implication, Brody might agree that Egyptian worship of Baal-zephon would entail that the
Egyptians, and their seafarers, were also worshipping this Storm-god as lord over the waterways.
According to the Egyptologists who have studied the Tel el-Daba cylinder seal, this is likely.
Edith Porada’s examination of this eighteenth century seal led her to conclude that Baal-
zephon was worshipped by the pre-Hyksos Egyptians as a god who protects or persecutes
seafarers by controlling the waters of their navigation. She observed, “The proximity of the
weather god to the sailboat below [on the Tell el-Daba cylinder seal] suggests that the god shown
here is a protector of seafarers.”®" To support her claim, Porada appealed to Javier Teixidor’s
study of the seventh century BCE treaty between Esarhaddon and the king of Tyre. Here “Baal-

saphon” is one of three Baals called upon to punish covenant-breakers by means of a storm at

7 Aaron. J. Brody, “Each Man Cried Out to His God”’: The Specialized Religion of Canaanite and
Phoenician Seafarers, HSM 58 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998), 10.

78 Brody, Each Man, 18.
7 Brody, Each Man, 18.

80 Porada, “The Cylinder Seal,” 487. Porada drew out Teixidor’s implication in Javier Teixidor, The Pagan
God (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1977), 32 n13: “Teixidor further indicated that Baal Saphon was a
patron of mariners.” Porada, “The Cylinder Seal,” 487.
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sea.®! Perceiving that Baal-zephon’s mastery of the sea could be summoned both for persecution
and protection, Porada asserted, “[Baal-zephon’s] power for evil, invoked by Esarhaddon, was
doubtless reversed to signify a protective power in the prayers of the sailors.” She then deduced
the implication for the Tel el-Daba seal, concluding, “It seems possible, therefore, that the
cylinder from Dab‘a is a pictorial invocation of the god to raise good winds, preserve the

moorings of the boats, and quiet the waves.”%?

Probable Israelite, Particularly Mosaic, Knowledge of the Baal Myth during the Egyptian
Sojourn

The available evidence compiled above attests to the worship of Baal-zephon in Egypt
from ca. 1700 through the thirteenth century BCE. Extant artifacts also suggest that Baal-zephon

was being worshipped, at least in part, as the god who controls historico-geographical

81 The document containing this treaty is called the Kuyunjik Fragment. It reads (in translation):

(i 1) [The treat]y of Esarhad[don, king] of Assyria, son of [Sennacherib likewise king of Assyria, with
Baal]l, king of Tyre, with [..., his son, and his other sons and grandsons, with a]ll [Tyrians], young and old.

(iv10) May Baal Shamaim Baal Malagé and Baal Saaphon raise an evil wind against your ships to undo
their moorings and tear out their mooring pole, may a strong wave sink them in the sea and a violent tide
[rise] against you. [...]

“Kuyunjik Fragment, 3500: SAA 02 005,” i1-3 and iv 10-13,
http://oracc.museum.upenn.edu/saao/saa02/corpus.

82 Porada, “The Cylinder Seal,” 487. Porada and Teixidor’s conclusion, that Baal-zephon was worshipped in
the ancient Near East as the controller of historico-geographical waterways, was also echoed by Bietak (Bietak,
“Aftermath,” 22) and anticipated by Egyptologist Herman te Velde in his 1967 study of the god Seth.
Understandably, te Velde’s early comments betray ignorance of some of the scholarly developments of the past half
century:

It was not the army and the courtiers ... who introduced Baal into Egypt, but trade and the sailors. ... From
Ugarit it is known that Baal could function as controller of the sea, and no doubt he was venerated as such
in Memphis also. ... This particular aspect of controller of the sea will hardly have played any part in the
presumed cult of Baal of the Hyksos [?], so that it will have been all the more easily acceptable in Egypt....
The Ugaritic myth of the combat with the sea is also known from an Egyptian source: the heavily damaged
Ambherst papyrus, which is dated to the time of Horemheb [?]. ... In those parts of the papyrus that are left,
however, Baal is not named. It is not Baal, but Seth who seems to appear in the story as controller of the
sea.

te Velde, Seth, God of Confusion, 122; italics added.
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waterways. Thus far, however, we still lack direct evidence confirming the kind of Israelite
knowledge of the Baal Myth requisite to make an anti-Baal polemic in Exodus 14—15 intelligible
to a New Kingdom Israelite audience. Based on perceived parallels between the Baal Myth and
the Song of the Sea, recent scholarship has widely agreed that the writer of the Song of the Sea
was deliberately appropriating the Ugaritic conflict myth. This view, of course, presupposes that
the writer of the Song knew the Baal Myth, a presupposition which has not been an issue for
most scholars, who locate the Song’s composition in Canaan where Baal worship was prevalent,
as attested widely in both the Enneateuch and extra-biblical literary sources and artifacts. In this
section, however, [ will attempt to establish the probability of Israelite, particularly Mosaic,
knowledge of Baal and the Baal Myth during the Egyptian sojourn.

First, Israelite knowledge of Baal and the Baal Myth during their sojourn in Egypt is made
probable by the insights of past scholarship. This dissertation has sought to display the strong
scholarly consensus since the Ras Shamra discoveries that the account of the Sea Event in
Exodus 15 deliberately mirrors the narrative pattern and terminology of the Baal Myth. In
addition, the dissertation has tried to demonstrate that Seth/Baal-zephon was worshipped
continuously and centrally in the East Nile Delta from the Fourteenth through the Nineteenth
Egyptian Dynasty. Moreover, the Hearst Medical Papyrus and the Astarte Papyrus attest
knowledge not only of Baal but also of the Baal Myth in Egypt by the beginning of the
Eighteenth Dynasty. We might profitably bring these relatively recent findings of Egyptology to
the earlier claims of scholars like Frank Eakin. As relayed in the survey above, Eakin proposed
that a Hyksos awareness of Baalism would have generated a similar cognizance among the
Israelites. He submitted, “We can only affirm that the Semitic linkage between the Hyksos and

the Hebrews would likely lead to a Hebrew awareness of the Baal mythology if this were a part
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of the Hyksos structure.”®? Eakin acknowledged at the time he wrote the article (1967), that there
was then insufficient support for Hyksos familiarity with the Baal cult. I propose that the
Egyptological evidence compiled above establishes the centrality of Seth/Baal-zephon worship
in the Hyksos structure. Thus, following Eakin’s argument, I conclude that “Hebrew awareness
of the Baal mythology” is “likely.”

The probability of Israelite knowledge of Baal and the Baal Myth during the sojourn in
Egypt is also supported by Egyptian royal education practices and the ancient testimony of
Moses’s participation in the palace school. Based on the association documented above between
the New Kingdom pharaohs and Seth/Baal-zephon, it is probable that members of the Egyptian
royal household, especially, would have knowledge of the Baal cult. For those who support a
fifteenth century dating for the exodus, this likelihood is heightened by the geography of ancient
Avaris.®* The Austrian Archaeological Institute’s map of this important ancient city shows the
close proximity of the Seth-Baal temple to the Fifteenth Dynasty palace of the Hyksos and the
Eighteenth Dynasty palace of the Thutmosides where the royal children would have lived and

been trained.

8 Eakin, “Reed Sea and Baalism,” 381-82.

84 Pi-Ramesses, the capital of the Ramessides, absorbed ancient Avaris. The Nineteenth Dynasty palace
would have been a half-hour’s walk from the Tell el-Daba Seth temple site.
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Figure 4. Map of Ancient Avaris/Perunefer/Pi-Ramesses
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Moses’s royal education is biblically attested both in Exodus and Acts. Exodus 2:10 reveals
that Moses grew up as Pharaoh’s grandson. “When the child grew up, she [Moses’s Hebrew
mother] brought him to Pharaoh’s daughter, and he became her son” (Exod. 2:10). In his
discussion of Moses’s adoption, John Davis asserted that the phrase “he became her son”
“indicated the fact that [Moses] had rejoined the royal court and having done this was in a
position to receive all the privileges and opportunities of a member of that court.”® In other

words, based on the language of Exod. 2:10, it is probable that Moses would have received a true

8 The Temple of Sutech is the Seth-Baal temple.
86 Davis, Moses and the Gods, 62.
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royal education.

In Acts 7:22, the evangelist Stephen reviews the history of Yahweh’s people before fellow
Jews gathered at the Temple. Of Moses’s education, he says, “And Moses was instructed in all
the wisdom of the Egyptians, and he was mighty in his words and deeds.” The first century
Jewish historian, Josephus, echoed Stephen’s account. Elaborating on Moses’s royal education in
Antiquities Book II, he wrote, “He was ... educated with great care.... [T]he Egyptians were
suspicious of what would follow such his education.”®’

If Moses was adopted by Pharaoh’s daughter, as Exod. 2:10 attests, he would be educated
in the royal household. This education, we can safely conjecture, would include training in the
complex religion grounding Egyptian society, particularly its socio-political hierarchy. Based on
the centrality of Baal-zephon worship during the New Kingdom, religious study in the royal
household would likely include the dogma informing Seth-Baal worship. Thus, it is probable that
Moses would have been familiar, even intimately, with Seth-Baalism’s doctrine and practice.

Israelite knowledge of Baal and the Baal Myth during the Egyptian sojourn is also made
probable by canonical attestation of Israelite worship of Egyptian gods. According to the
testimony of Josh. 24:14 and Ezek. 20:4-10, the Israelites were worshipping the gods of Egypt
during their sojourn in the land of the pharaohs. At the covenant renewal ceremony in Shechem,
Joshua commands Israel, “Remove the gods that your fathers served ... in Egypt, and serve
Yahweh.”®® Eight centuries later, Yahweh commands Ezekiel to recall before Israel their long,

tragic history of idolatry, beginning with the Egyptian sojourn. Yahweh’s memories provide

further details beyond the Exodus account about Israel’s time in the East Nile Delta. Sometime

87 Josephus, Antiquities Book II: Ch 9, par. 7.

88 Josh. 24:14, my translation.
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prior to the exodus, Yahweh had “raised his hand in an oath,” swearing that he would “bring
[Israel] out of the land of Egypt.”® At the same time, he had commanded each one of them to
“throw away the detested things before their eyes,” and commanded all of them not to “make
[themselves] unclean with the idols of Egypt.”*® Yahweh sealed the command against idolatry by
bracketing it with the recognition formula, “I am Yahweh your God.”*! In the remainder of the
passage, Yahweh recounts his refusal to destroy Israel for their worship of the gods of Egypt and
gives his reason: he does not want to profane his name among the Gentile nations. “But I

acted for the sake of my name,” Yahweh says, “that it should not be profaned in the sight of the
nations among whom they lived, in whose sight I made myself known to them in bringing them
out of the land of Egypt. So I led them out of the land of Egypt and brought them into the
wilderness.”*? In light of the continuity and centrality of Seth/Baal-zephon worship in the East
Nile Delta during Israel’s extensive sojourn there, this canonical attestation of Israel’s worship of
Egyptian gods heightens the probability that that this Storm-god was one of the Egyptian idols
served by Israel.

In conclusion, I maintain that Moses, as well as the Israelites whose families had been
sojourning in the East Nile Delta for centuries, would have known the Baal Myth at the time of
the Sea Event. The evidence, though circumstantial, stands closely around this claim. Of primary
importance, Baal-zephon, the Syro-Canaanite Storm-god, was worshipped centrally in the East
Nile Delta, the region inhabited by the Israelite sojourners, from no later than the end of the

eighteenth century, beginning with pre-Hyksos Egyptian pharaohs, all the way up through the

89 Ezek. 20:6, my translation.
%0 Ezek. 20:7, my translation.
o1 Ezek. 20:5, 7, my translation.

92 Ezek. 20:9-10, my translation.
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early decades of the eleventh century BCE. Secondly, based on extant evidence as assessed by
multiple Egyptologists,®® the high points of Egyptian Seth/Baal-zephon worship occurred during
the reigns of Amenhotep II of the Eighteenth Dynasty, who is credited for introducing Baal-
zephon into the New Kingdom pantheon, and of Ramesses II of the Nineteenth Dynasty, who
was the most powerful pharaoh of the royal household which had made Seth-Baal their dynastic
god. Both pharaohs publicly professed their desire to emulate or to incarnate Seth/Baal-zephon—
Amenhotep Il in the 4starte Papyrus and Ramesses II in the Poem of Pentaur. These are also the
two pharaohs whose reigns coincide with the two most widely attested datings of the exodus.
Thirdly, ancient testimonies in Exodus, Acts, and Josephus bear witness that Moses was adopted
by Pharaoh’s daughter and therefore educated in Pharaoh’s household, where lessons on
Egyptian religion, especially on warrior gods thought to protect the royal family, would have
been critical. Finally, the Bible testifies explicitly that the Israelites worshipped Egypt’s gods
during their Egyptian sojourn. While the extant evidence for Israelite knowledge of Baal-zephon
doctrine and practice remains circumstantial, the myriad evidence listed above suggests that
particularly Moses, as well as his fellow Israelites residing in the East Nile Delta near Avaris,
would have been familiar with the god whose worship by the Egyptians was centered there for

over 400 years.

The Baal-zephon References in Exodus 14 within Their Canonically Presented Literary
and Historical Contexts: Conclusions

In the previous chapter, I attempted to relate the current scholarly consensus that the
“plague narrative” in Exod. 7:14—12:32 is fundamentally about Yahweh’s conflict with the gods

of Egypt and functions rhetorically as a polemic against belief in these gods. I also sought to

%3 Bietak, Morenz, and Zivie-Coche.
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establish the literary continuity of the so-called plague narrative with the account of the Sea
Event, concluding that Exodus 14—15 is probably also fundamentally about Yahweh’s battle with
the Egyptian gods and the demonstration of his supremacy.

Based on scholarly agreement regarding the identity of several of these purported deities,
chapter four also tried to establish the likelihood that Yahweh is targeting specific gods through
appropriation of their purported domains, making it plausible that Yahweh is also confronting a
specific god in the Sea Event. Finally, in chapter four, I relayed the view propagated by Miller,
Green, Dozeman, and Utzschneider and Oswald that Yahweh is operating as a Baal-like Storm-
god in various episodes of Exodus 7-15.

Suggesting that Yahweh’s action as a Baal-like Storm-god would be polemical if this
Storm-god was being worshipped in Egypt at the time of the exodus, in chapter 5 I laid out the
following strong consensus of current Egyptology: The Egyptians were worshipping a hybrid of
native Seth and the Syro-Canaanite Storm-god Baal-zephon from 1700 BCE through the
Ramesside Dynasty of the thirteenth century. Specifically, the Egyptians were worshipping
Seth/Baal-zephon as the god who defeated Yamm, the Sea-god, on behalf of the rest of the
Egyptian pantheon. This Syro-Canaanite Storm-god became so highly regarded in Egypt that the
pharaohs of the New Kingdom brought Seth/Baal-zephon into the native pantheon and even
publicly identified with this god possibly to the point of complete personal assimilation.
Moreover, the premier artifact attesting ancient Seth/Baal-zephon worship in the East Nile Delta
(the Tel el-Daba cylinder seal) likely buttresses the long-held thesis that this Storm-god was
worshipped as the controller of historico-geographical waterways by virtue of his victory over
the Sea-god Yamm. Such a notion suggests the import of the Exodus account of the Sea Event:

In the conflict narrative of Exodus 1-15, not only does Yahweh possibly appropriate Seth/Baal-
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zephon’s dominion over the Nile by bloodening it; not only does he assume the Syro-Canaanite
Storm-god’s lordship over the storm; he ultimately supplants Seth/Baal-zephon at the Sea,
controlling the waters of historico-geographical Yam Suph to defeat Seth-Baal’s worshippers

and deliver his own.
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CHAPTER SIX

EVALUATING THE THESIS WITH YAIRAH AMIT’S METHODOLOGY FOR
IDENTIFYING AND CLASSIFYING BIBLICAL POLEMICS

Chapters three through five argued the case that Exodus 14—15 function in part as an anti-
Baal polemic. This chapter will test that thesis by means of Yairah Amit’s methodology for
identifying and classifying biblical polemics.!

Amit’s approach begins with discerning the ideological issue, or struggle—what Amit calls
“the subject”—being referred to in a potentially polemical text. Correspondingly, the interpreter
determines the text’s stance toward that subject. If the subject of the potentially polemical text is
determined to be implicit, Amit prescribes that the polemical nature of the text be confirmed by
means of three additional criteria.

The following chart lays out Amit’s typology and indicates her technical use of the term

“hidden polemic” to distinguish texts with an implicit polemical subject.

Figure 5. Yairah Amit’s Typology for Biblical Polemics

Subject (the ideological issue) | Stance (the position taken) Type of Polemic
Explicit Explicit Explicit
Explicit Implicit Implicit
Implicit Explicit or Implicit Hidden

Source: Data adapted from Yairah Amit, Hidden Polemics in Biblical Narrative (Leiden: Brill,
2000), 56-57, 93.

Understanding Amit’s Category of Hidden Polemic

To defend the existence of her featured type, “hidden polemic,” Amit began by relating a

! Yairah Amit, Hidden Polemics in Biblical Narrative, trans. Jonathan Chipman (Boston: Brill, 2000).
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poignant childhood memory. She recalled the puzzling way adult family members in her Israeli
culture would interpret written correspondence from loved ones who were residing in locales
where engagement in overt socio-political criticism was dangerous. She recognized later that the
adults were reading the letters on two levels—on both the surface and the level of the socio-
political commentary which they discerned conceptually hidden underneath.> Amit’s underlying
contention in Hidden Polemics in Biblical Narrative is that her Israelite ancestors communicated
similarly in the biblical traditions. She called this rhetorical strategy “hidden literary polemic,”
which she defined as “a conceptual confrontation that found its expression in written materials,
but which due to practical circumstances or rhetorical considerations there was a tendency to

conceal.”’

A Rhetorical Reason for Exodus 14-15’s Implicit Polemic: Yahweh’s Intention to Make a
Name for Himself

In the case of Amit’s family letters, the reason for concealing the polemical subject was
clearly life-and-death “practical circumstances.” In Exodus 14—15, however, the implicit
expression of the conceptual confrontation is more likely due to what Amit calls “rhetorical
considerations.” Notably, in the “plague narrative”—which, scholars generally agree, describes
Yahweh’s confrontation with the gods of Egypt*—the names of the gods being targeted are
never mentioned. The probable “rhetorical consideration” here is that, through the confrontation

with Pharaoh and the Egyptian gods in the exodus narrative, Yahweh is making a name for

2 Amit, Hidden Polemics, vii-viii.

3 Amit, Hidden Polemics, vii. My understanding is that Amit is using the term “hidden polemic” technically
to describe polemics with an implicit subject, though that subject will be discernible to careful and knowledgeable
listeners or readers. For “practical reasons,” the author may intend to hide the polemic from certain potential
listeners or readers; or due to “rhetorical considerations,” the author may intend to communicate the polemical
subject subtly and thereby more effectually.

4 See chapter 4.
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himself>—“they shall know that I am Yahweh”—while muting the names of rival Egyptian

deities.

The Theme of “Yahweh Making a Name for Himself” in Exodus 1-15

The centrality of the theme of Yahweh making a name for himself in Exodus 1-15 helps
explain the author’s decision to withhold mention of the names of Egypt’s gods. This theme
appears in Moses’s initial confrontation with Pharaoh in Exodus 5. Moses and Aaron announce

Yahweh’s will, “Thus says Yahweh, the God of Israel, ‘Let my people go.” Pharaoh’s disdainful

3 This theme could also be labeled “Yahweh’s glorification of his name” or “Yahweh’s magnifying of his

name.” The particular meaning of Q¥ in its Exod. 1-15 context is explained in part by Elmer Martens, who writes,
“aname ... in the Old Testament is shorthand for all that a person is.” Elmer A. Martens, God’s Design: A Focus
on Old Testament Theology, 2" ed. (North Richland Hills, Tex.: Bibal, 1981), 14. More recently, Austin Surls
discussed the semantic range of ¥ in the Old Testament more comprehensively, categorizing its significations
under two aspects, literal/denotative and metaphorical/connotative. Surls’s literal/denotative aspect is synonymous
with the modern concept of “proper name.” (One might also use the term “label.”). The metaphorical/connotative
aspect of QY is the aspect described by Martens above, and, as Surls noted, is the aspect “[i]n the majority of its
appearances” in the Old Testment. Austin Surls, Making Sense of the Divine Name in Exodus (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2017), 21. Surls clarified that the metaphorical/connotative aspect of Q¥ “warrants a variety of
translations, depending on context: ‘reputation,” ‘character,” ‘a basis for repute,” ‘stigma,’ or ‘status.’” Surls, Making
Sense, 20.

In labeling this theme “Yahweh’s making a name for himself,” I mean Q¥ primarily in its
metaphorical/connotative aspect, but not at the exclusion of its literal/denotative sense. In the conflict narrative of
Exod. 1-15, the literal/denotative usage of Q¥ cannot be easily separated from its metaphorical/connotative
reference. That is, Yahweh frequently utters his Q% literally/denotatively when he promises his imminent
performance of “signs and wonders” which are meant to demonstrate his 0¥ metaphorically/connotatively, i.e., his
preeminent “status.” This dual sense of D% is apparent in Exod. 9:16 where Yahweh informs Pharaoh of his purpose

for the Egyptian king: “But for this purpose I have raised you up, to show you my power, so that my 2% may be
proclaimed in all the earth.” Likely Yahweh’s intent here is that his name in its literal/denotative sense, “Yahweh,”
will literally be proclaimed as a reflection of the acknowledgment of his name in its metaphorical/connotative sense;
that is, across the earth people will acknowledge that the god named “Yahweh” is the Lord of creation, manipulating
natural domains for his purposes, and the Lord of nations, controlling the course of history toward his ends. This
synthesis of the two aspects of Q¥ is supported by Yahweh’s repeated command that Moses introduce his warnings
of imminent demonstrations of his power (which establish his name metaphorically/connotatively) with his literal
name, “Thus says Yahweh.” Continually, also, Yahweh follows his promises of actions that will establish his
reputation with a statement of intent that his name, “Yahweh,” will be known. For example, Yahweh promises
Moses in Exod. 14:18, “And the Egyptians will know that [ am Yahweh, when I have gotten glory over Pharaoh, his
chariots, and his horsemen.” See also Exod. 7:5, 7:17, 8:22, 10:2, and 14:4. In the end, “Yahweh’s making a name
for himself” in Exod. 1-15 means that in these chapters Yahweh establishes his status and reputation in such a way
that people—the Israclites, the Egyptians, the Canaanites—literally say his name, “Yahweh,” with the attention and
reverence his nature, status, and reputation deserves.
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