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Baal, Son of Dagan:  
In Search of Baal’s Double Paternity

noGa ayali-darshan
the heBrew university

The Ugaritic expression “Baal, son of Dagan” has been the subject of several 
studies which attempt to resolve the contradiction between the depiction of Baal 
as El’s son on the one hand and the expression “Baal, son of Dagan” (bʿl bn dgn) 
on the other. Despite the paucity of literary evidence, the majority of scholars have 
identified Dagan with either El or Baal, consequently attributing a single “real” 
father to Baal. This paper suggests a new solution in light of the literary traditions 
preserved in the Hurro-Hittite texts—contemporary with those from Ugarit—and 
the development of these traditions in the writings of Philo of Byblos (first–second 
centuries c.e.). Both these texts describe the storm-god as having two fathers: the 
grain-god (Kumarbi / Dagon) and the veteran god of the pantheon, the god of 
Heaven (Anu / Ouranus). Given the close relationship among Ugarit, the Hurrians, 
and the Phoenicians, it is difficult to regard this parallelism as coincidental.

Like all the Ugaritic gods, Baal is customarily regarded as a son of El, the head of the 
Ugaritic pantheon. 1 His close relationship to El is portrayed in several Ugaritic texts; the 
most convincing is found in the Baal Cycle—which otherwise actually describes the hostility 
between El and Baal. Here El’s deep grief over Baal’s death is depicted in a similar fashion 
to that of Jacob’s mourning of his beloved son Joseph (Gen. 37:33–35): “Thereupon Benefi-
cent El the Benign descends from the throne . . . sits on the earth. He pours dirt of mourning 
on his head . . . He raises his voice and cries aloud: ‘Baal is dead! What of the peoples? . . . 
After Baal I shall descend to Sheol ( aʾṯr bʿl. aʾrd.b aʾrṣ).’” 2 This account resumes a few col-
umns later with El’s dream of Baal’s rejuvenation, his great joy at that idea, and his calling 
upon Anat to search for him. 3

While Baal also appears as the son of Dagan in Ugaritic literature, this relationship is 
purely formulaic, being expressed solely in the fixed phrases “Baal, son of Dagan” (bʿl bn 
dgn) and “Baal, offspring/lineage of Dagan (bʿl ḥtk dgn).” 4 In contrast to El and despite 
his appearance in rituals and sacrificial lists, Dagan is a shadowy figure in Ugaritic epic. 5 
Likewise, only two Ugaritic personal names contain his name (ʾil-Dgn; [A]mmīni-Dagan) as 
a theophoric element. 6 This circumstance indicates that—at least in the second part of the 

I would like to express my gratitude to Prof. Edward L. Greenstein and Prof. Dennis G. Pardee for their com-
ments on the present article.

1. Cf. CAT 1.2 I 18–19, 35, 37; 1.5 VI 23–24; 1.6 I 6; 1.10 III 12–14; 1.12 II 24–25.
2. CAT 1.5 VI 11′-25′ and cf. CAT 1.6 I 2–8, relating to Anat, the beloved sister of Baal. The translation follows 

D. Pardee, “The Baʾlu Myth (1.86),” in The Context of Scripture, ed. W. W. Hallo (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 1:267–68; 
and M. S. Smith, “The Baal Cycle,” in Ugaritic Narrative Poetry, ed. S. B. Parker (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 
149–50, 58. For Gen. 37:33–35, see especially U. Cassuto, “Biblical and Canaanite Literature,” in Biblical and 
Oriental Studies, tr. I. Abrahams (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1975), 2:35.

3. CAT 1.6 III 1′–IV 5; cf. Gen. 46:25–28.
4. CAT 1.2 I 18–19, 35, 36–37; 1.5 VI 23–24; 1.6 I 6, 51, 52; 1.10 III 14–15;1.12 II 26; 1.14 II 77–78, IV 170.
5. CAT 1.47:4; 1.46:3; 1.48:5; 1.109:21; 1.148: [2], 10, 26; 1.173:4; 1.123:4; 1.100:15; 1.107:39; 1.127:22.
6. CAT 4.63 III 9; 4.607:17; 4.609:20; PRU 3 16.274:4. CAT 4.53:7 reads the PN bndgn (UT 306:7) noted by 

S. Ribichini and P. Xella, “Problemi di onomastica ugaritica il caso dei teofori,” SEL 8 (1991): 161, as bn.l[[n]]gn. 
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second millennium B.c.e.—Dagan was relatively insignificant in the daily life of the com-
mon people.

These facts have prompted some scholars to explain the epithet “Baal, son of Dagan” 
as reflecting an identification of Dagan and Baal either by virtue of their parallel function 
as storm-gods (accepting the Arabic etymology of the root d-g-n for the god Dagan) or on 
the grounds that they “competed” for supremacy over the gods in Syria. 7 According to this 
theory, no early tradition of any genealogical tie between the two gods existed. However, in 
the epithet “Baal, son of Dagan,” Baal is not equivalent to Dagan—as he is represented in 
relation to the names hd (Haddu) or dmrn—but is said to be Dagan’s son.

Other scholars have suggested that El and Dagan were identified with one another at 
Ugarit in consequence of the two gods being regarded as heads of a pantheon in different 
locations—one along the coast, the other in the interior of the country. This assimilation may 
have occurred either in a period prior to our extant texts or at the time of their composition. 
At whatever point this process took place, in the end, Baal had become the son of a single 
god, the head of the pantheon. 8 Though firm traditions from inner Syria and the northwest-
ern Euphrates indicate that Dagan was considered to be the father of the gods—like El at 
Ugarit 9—the fact that only Baal and none of the other gods in the Ugaritic pantheon has 
attained this unique status remains enigmatic.

All of these explanations endeavor to resolve the problem of Baal’s two fathers at Ugarit 
by searching for his one “real” father, either Dagan or El. However, contemporary Hurro-
Hittite texts and the development of the same traditions by Philo of Byblos—composed 
ca. 1500 years after the destruction of Ugarit but based upon much earlier Phoenician tradi-
tions—provide us with evidence of a dual parentage for the storm-god: the grain-god and the 

For the PN KUR-DAGAN (Dagan-Baʿlī) that occurs in documents of Emar provenance and a lexical list, see 
C. Roche-Hawley, “Procédés d’écriture des noms divinités ougaritaines en cunéiforme mésopotamien,” in Scribes 
et érudits dans l’orbite de Babylone, ed. C. Roche-Hawley and R. Hawley (Paris: De Boccard, 2012), 153. Roche-
Hawley doubts Dagan’s Ugaritic “ethnicity.” For Dagan’s temple, see n. 24 below.

7. See N. Wyatt, “The Relationship of the Deities Dagan and Hadad,” UF 12 (1980): 375–79; idem, “The Titles 
of the Ugaritic Storm-god,” UF 24 (1992): 408; D. E. Fleming, “Baal and Dagan in Ancient Syria,” ZA 83 (1993): 
88–98. Even before Ugarit was discovered, scholars had identified Dagan with Adad: see, for example, G. A. Barton, 
“The Place of the Amorites in the Civilization of Western Asia,” JAOS 45 (1925): 38 n. 85; H. Schmökel, Der Gott 
Dagan: Ursprung, Verbreitung und Wesen seines Kultes (Leipzig, 1928), 49–52.

8. U. Oldenburg, The Conflict between El and Ba’al in Canaanite Religion (Leiden: Brill, 1969); G. del Olmo 
Lete, Canaanite Religion according to the Liturgical Texts of Ugarit (Bethesda: CDL, 1999), 51–52, 74 and n. 78; 
idem, “Mythologie et religion de la Syria au IIe millenaire av. J.-C. (1500–1200),” in Mythologie et religion des 
sémites occidentaux, ed. G. del Olmo Lete (Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 2:44. In a still more radical proposal, Astour 
alleged that “Dagan was the real personal name of the supreme god, and El (‘god’), his surrogate designation”: 
M. C. Astour, “Some New Divine Names from Ugarit,” JAOS 86 (1966): 279 n. 27. These scholars—and others as 
well—hold to the Amorite hypothesis as explaining the reference in Ugarit to the two pantheon heads.

9. In the Emar texts, Dagan is called “Lord of the Offspring” (bēlu bukāri), “Lord, the Creator” (bēl qûni), and 
“Father” (abūma). In Mari, he is known as “Father of the great gods . . . Creator of Heaven and Earth” (a-a dingir 
gal-gal-e-ne / abi ilāni [rabûtim] . . . an ki mu-un-dù / bāni šamê u erṣetim). Even in Aleppo, the city of the storm-
god Addu, he enjoys the designation “Father of the gods” (abi ilāni). See L. Feliu, The God Dagan in Bronze Age 
Syria, tr. W. G. E. Watson (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 171, 239 –40, 301 n. 161. Significantly, no extant text outside of 
Ugarit specifically depicts the storm-god as Dagan’s son, the assumption of this (af)filiation resting either on very 
tenuous interpretations—see, for example, Feliu, The God Dagan, 101, 265 (followed by P. C. Schmitz, “Phoenician 
KRNTRYŠ, Archaic Greek *KORYNHTHPIOΣ, and the Storm God of Aleppo,” KUSATO 10 [2009]: 136)—or on 
an argument from non-extant references—cf. M. Dossin in RAI 3 (1952/1954), 129; J. J. M. Roberts, The Earliest 
Semitic Pantheon: A Study of the Semitic Deities Attested in Mesopotamia before Ur III (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
Univ. Press, 1972), 75 n. 98; Oldenburg, The Conflict between El and Ba’al, 53; M. S. Smith, The Ugaritic Baal 
Cycle (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 1:92.
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653ayali-darshan: Baal, Son of Dagan

veteran god of the pantheon. When taken in the context of the close ties among the Ugaritic, 
Hurrian, and Phoenician cultures, this datum is of great significance. 10 While some scholars 
have noted the affinity between the Ugaritic texts and one of the traditions mentioned above, 
either the Hurrian or the Phoenician, none has adduced both simultaneously.

teššub’s double paternity in the hurro-hittite tradition
Second-millennium B.c.e. Hurrian and Hurro-Hittite texts—whose origins lie primar-

ily in North Syria—portray the Hurrian storm-god Teššub as the son of two fathers: the 
gods Kumarbi and Anu. The Hurro-Hittite composition known as the Song of Kumarbi 
(CTH 344) describes how Kumarbi swallowed Anu’s member in the course of hostilities 
between them, thereby conceiving and giving birth to the storm-god Teššub. 11 A similar 
tradition also appears in the Hurrian psalm to Teššub of Aleppo, of whom it states: “Anu is 
your father (attai=vu=(š)=mma dAni=š) . . . Kumarbi is your mother (nera=vu=(š)=mma 
dKumarve=ne=š) . . .” 12 Following Teššub’s birth as a result of this strange coupling between 
Anu and Kumarbi, Teššub sought to inherit his father Kumarbi’s kingdom—thereby becom-
ing his rival and Anu’s ally.

Additional Hurro-Hittite compositions—such as the Song of Ḫedammu and the Song of 
Ullikummi—portray the dysfunctional relations between Kumarbi and Teššub in a fashion 
similar to those depicted between El and the storm-god Baal in the Ugaritic Baal Cycle. 
Thus, just as El enthrones Yamm in place of Baal, Kumarbi enthrones his sons in place of 
Teššub. Likewise, Teššub’s opponents—Ḫedammu the sea-serpent and Ullikummi the giant 
stone monster—are represented as Kumarbi’s beloved sons in a way analogous to that in 
which Baal’s enemies Yamm and Mot, as well as Ltn, Tnn, and the remainder of the crea-
tures, are regarded as El’s beloved.

Anu, Teššub’s “positive” Hurrian father, serves as the god of heaven and one of the 
veteran gods in Mesopotamian mythology. The Hurrians apparently adopted his name fol-
lowing their migration to northern Syria from their homeland in the Caucasus. 13 Kumarbi, 
Teššub’s “negative” Hurrian father, is an indigenous Hurrian god portrayed as the father of 

10. See, for example, B. L. Crowell, “The Development of Dagan: A Sketch,” JANER 1 (2001): 62–65. 
Although Crowell points to the parallelism between Dagan and Kumarbi as father of the storm-god, adducing this 
in explanation of the epithet “Baal, son of Dagan,” he regards Kumarbi’s status as the grain-god as a stumbling 
block to this theory. H. Niehr (“Zur Frage der Filiation des Gottes Baʿal in Ugarit,” JNSL 20 [1994]: 165–77) cites 
the identification of both Dagan and El with Kumarbi as the reason for their both being regarded as Baal’s father 
in Ugaritic literature. While J. D. Schloen (The House of the Father as Fact and Symbol: Patrimonialism in Ugarit 
and the Ancient Near East [Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2001], 354) links the Ugaritic epithet with Philo’s 
Phoenician History, suggesting that “the title ‘son of Dagan’ reflects an awareness already in the Late Bronze Age 
of a longer family history of the Canaanite pantheon,” he does not discuss the Hurrian tradition on which Philo 
apparently draws.

11. For the original Hittite name of the poem, see C. Corti, “The So-Called ‘Theogony’ or ‘Kingship in Heaven’: 
The Name of the Song,” SMEA 49 (2007): 109–21.

12. H-J. Thiel and I. Wegner, “Eine Anrufung an den Gott Teššup von Ḫalab,” SMEA 24 (1984): 187–213; 
D. Schwemer, Die Wettergottgestalten Mesopotamiens und Nordsyriens im Zeitalter der Keilschriftkulturen (Wies-
baden: Harrassowitz, 2001), 454–55; G. Wilhelm, “König Silber und König ḫidam,” in Hittite Studies in Honor of 
Harry A. Hoffner Jr. on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday, ed. G. Beckman et al. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 
2003), 394.

13. Cf. O. R. Gurney, Some Aspects of Hittite Religion (Oxford: British Academy, 1977), 14–15; P. Taracha, 
Religions of Second Millennium Anatolia (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2009), 120. It is generally agreed that—as 
reflected in the Song of Kumarbi—Anu and Alalu formed part of the first two generations of the Hurrian succession-
myth related to the Mesopotamian genealogy of Anu: see, for example, W. G. Lambert, “Göttergenealogie,” RlA 3, 
470; H. G. Güterbock, “Kumarbi,” RlA 6, 328; cf. Taracha, Religions of Second Millennium Anatolia, 127.
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all the gods. 14 Hittite sacrificial lists of Hurrian origin and the AN.TAḪ.ŠUM celebration 
descriptions—which replace Kumarbi with the Mesopotamian grain-goddess Nisaba and the 
Hittite grain-goddess Ḫalki—indicate that he also functioned as a grain-god. The rock-cut 
relief from Yazılıkaya in which Kumarbi is represented as holding an ear of grain hieroglyph 
also evinces this association. 15

As is well known, Kumarbi also exhibits links with Dagan—who also functioned as a 
grain-god. 16 This is reflected in the fact that Dagan’s home city in northern Syria, Tuttul, is 
also attributed to Kumarbi, and Dagan’s consort Šalaš is also said to accompany Kumarbi. 17

demarous’ double paternity in the phoenician tradition
Around a millennium and a half after the Hurrian traditions concerning the storm-god 

Teššub’s two fathers were written down, Philo of Byblos described a very similar divine 
dynasty in his Phoenician History, portraying Demarous (Δημαροῦς) as the son of both 
Ouranos (Οὐρανός) and Dagon (Δαγών). 18 As was noticed long ago, Demarous is the storm-
god Baal—whose parallel name dmrn occurs once in the Ugaritic texts (CAT 1.4 VII 39). 19 

14. Hurrian: atta(i)=ne=unni=yaš DINGIRMEŠ-naša (cf. KUB 45.21 Vs. 3′ = ChS 1/5 1. 24′); Hittite: 
DINGIRMEŠ-aš addaš (cf. KBo 25.79: 12–13). For other occurrences, see B. H. L. van Gessel, Onomasticon of the 
Hittite Pantheon (Leiden: Brill, 1998), “Kumarbi,” 1:259–61.

15. See, for example, E. Laroche, “Teššub, Ḫebat et leur cour,” JCS 2 (1948): 118; I. Singer, “Semitic dagān 
and Indo-European *dheĝhom: Related Words?” in The Asia Minor Connexion: Studies on the Pre-Greek Languages 
in Memory of Charles Carter, ed. Y. L. Arbeitman (Leuven: Peeters, 2000), 226–27; A. Archi, “Translation of Gods: 
Kumarpi, Enlil, Dagan/NISABA, Ḫalki,” Orientalia NS 73 (2004): 328–36. The association between Kumarbi and 
grain may gain additional support from the description of Kumarbi’s Greek counterpart Kronos, who, according 
to Hesiod (Theogony, ll. 178–81), castrated his father Ouranos with a long sickle—a motif possibly reflecting an 
unknown Hurrian version of the Song of Kumarbi: see H. A. Hoffner, “Hittite Mythological Texts: A Survey,” in 
Unity and Diversity: Essays in the History, Literature and Religion of the Ancient Near East, ed. H. Goedicke and 
J. J. M. Roberts (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 1975), 139.

16. Significantly, even if the Syrian god Dagan was not originally identified with the growth of crops (as per 
Feliu, The God Dagan, 278–87), his name came to be interpreted in this sense in local Western-Semitic dialects at 
a certain point, as Philo indicates (Eusebius, Praep. ev. 1.10.17). See the scholars cited in n. 15 above, the majority 
of whom accept the antiquity of Dagan’s association with grain. Cf. E. J. Pentiuc, West Semitic Vocabulary in the 
Akkadian Texts from Emar (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2001), s.v. da-ga-na-[ti]; and now E. Lipiński, “Dagan, 
the Master of Ploughing,” in The Ancient Near East, A Life!: Festschrift Karel Van Lerberghe, ed. T. Boiy et al. 
(Leuven: Peeters, 2012), 335–44, esp. 336.

17. For Tuttul as Kumarbi’s city, see, for example, the Song of Ḫedammu (KUB 8.67; KBo 26.82:22 = CTH 
348.I.2; 348.I.22) and possibly the Ugaritic spell CAT 1.44; for Šalaš/Šaluš as Kumarbi’s consort, see, e.g., KUB 
29.8 (= ChS I/1 9) I 17–18.; KBo 15.37 (= ChS I/3–2 133) II 17; cf. Laroche, “Teššub,” 132; Güterbock, “Kumarbi,” 
326; M. C. Astour, “Semitic Elements in the Kumarbi Myth: An Onomastic Inquiry,” JNES 27 (1968): 173–74. 
According to Feliu, The God Dagan, 299 (cf. pp. 269–71), the identification between the two gods is further 
reflected by way of a comparison between a Hurrian hymn from Ugarit (CAT 1.42) in which Kumarbi appears prior 
to Teššub of Aleppo and follows ʾIl- aʾb (in atn in Hurrian) and El, and the West Semitic lists from Ugarit in which 
Dagan appears after ʾIl- aʾb and El and before Haddu of Aleppo = Baal Zaphon (CAT 1.47 = 1.118  = 1.148 = RS 
20.024). Note that an alternative order, ʾIl- aʾb-El-Baal-Dagan/in-atn-El-Teššub-Kumarbi, is attested in the West 
Semitic sacrificial text CAT 1.162 and the Hurrian 1.111 (cf. CAT 1.46, 1.109, 1.100).

18. See A. I. Baumgarten, The Phoenician History of Philo of Byblos: A Commentary (Leiden: Brill, 1981). 
Although Philo was evidently acquainted with a separate tradition according to which Belos (= Baal) was Elos’ son 
(Eusebius, Praep. ev. 1.10.26), he appears not to have been aware of its link with the Demarous tradition.

19. The Ugaritic name dmrn is noteworthy, being particularly close to the dative form Δημαροῦντι, which 
retains the original nûn. Cf. U. Cassuto, “Zeus Demarus in the Ugaritic Texts,” in Biblical and Oriental Studies 
2:190 (1949), followed by—for example—P. D. Miller, The Divine Warrior in Early Israel (Cambridge: Harvard 
Univ. Press, 1973), 42; S. E. Loewenstamm, “Philo of Byblos,” in Comparative Studies in Biblical and Ancient 
Oriental Literature (Neukirchen: Neukirchner Verlag, 1980), 394–95 [Hebrew 1971]; Baumgarten, The Phoenician 
History of Philo, 196–97; Smith, The Ugaritic Baal, 679; Pardee, “The Baʾlu Myth,” n. 190. For suggested ety-

This content downloaded from 132.174.255.49 on Tue, 28 Feb 2017 21:36:59 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



655ayali-darshan: Baal, Son of Dagan

Dagon represents the Phoenician pronunciation of the Syrian Dagan, and Ouranos is the 
Greek god of heaven—presumably reflecting the original Phoenician god of heaven (שמם?). 20

Philo’s explanation of Demarous-Baal’s dual parenthood differs from the Hurrian account, 
being predictably more rationalistic: Elos (= Kronos) fights Ouranos and, having defeated 
him, gives Ouranos’ concubine to Dagon when she is pregnant with Ouranos’ son Demarous 
(Praep. ev. 1.10.18–19). Consequently Demarous-Baal, the storm-god, was considered to be 
the son of Ouranos, the god of heaven, and stepson of Dagon, the grain-god. This account 
closely corresponds to the early Hurrian depiction of Teššub, the storm-god, as the son of 
Anu, the god of heaven, and Kumarbi, the grain-god.

baal’s double paternity in light of hurro-hittite 
and phoenician traditions

The storm-god’s “two fathers” according to the various versions can be represented as 
follows:

Song of Kumarbi

(second generation:)
Anu (the god of heaven)

(third generation:)
 Kumarbi (the grain-god)

Teššub (the storm-god)

Teššub is born from the 
seed of Anu deposited in 
Kumarbi’s stomach.
Anu and Kumarbi are rivals. 
Kumarbi and Teššub are 
adversaries. Anu and Teššub 
are allies.

Philo of Byblos

(second generation:)
Ouranos (the god of heaven)

(third generation:)
Dagon (the grain-god), Elos

Demarous (the storm-god)

Demarous is the seed of Ouranos 
but is born in the household 
of Dagon after Elos, Dagon’s 
brother and Ouranos’ son, gives 
Ouranos’ concubine to Dagon 
while she is pregnant.
Ouranos and Elos are rivals. 
Ouranos and Demarous are allies 
who fight against Elos.

Ugaritic tablets

El Dagan

Baal (the storm-god)

Baal calls El “my father” but 
is also called “son of Dagan.”
In the story of Baal’s struggle 
against Yamm in the Baal 
Cycle, El and Baal are 
described as rivals.

As the first two columns demonstrate, both the Song of Kumarbi and Philo depict the 
storm-god as the joint son of the second and third generations of the divine dynasty. The sec-
ond generation is represented by the god of heaven—the Akkadian Anu in the  Hurro-Hittite 
tradition and the Greek Ouranos in the Phoenician tradition. The third generation is associ-
ated with the grain-god—either the Hurrian Kumarbi or the Phoenician Dagon. In both the 

mologies for dmrn, see these references. For other—unconvincing—suggestions, see J. C. de Moor, The Seasonal 
Pattern in the Ugaritic Myth of Baʾlu according to the Version of Ilimilku (Neukirchen: Neukirchner Verlag, 1971), 
166–67; B. Margalit, A Matter of “Life” and “Death”: A Study of the Baal-Mot Epic (CAT 4–5-6) (Neukirchen: 
Neukirchner Verlag, 1980), 65.

20. Baumgarten, The Phoenician History of Philo, 188.
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Hurrian and Phoenician texts, the god of heaven and grain-god are said to be enemies, the 
former being allied with the storm-god.

The discovery of the Ugarit and Ḫattuša archives has enabled scholars to appreciate the 
fact that, despite its late date and obvious Greek influence, Philo’s account retains residues 
of earlier local traditions. 21 No one, therefore, disputes the fact that Philo’s story of the 
dynastic generations, which refers to Demarous and his two fathers, Ouranos and Dagon, 
has been greatly influenced by Hurrian tradition—which could have reached Phoenicia from 
the second half of the second millennium onwards. Philo’s source reworked the Hurrian 
tradition, however, not only turning the fantastic tale into a more realistic account—i.e., 
transforming the coupling between two male gods into two fathers, one biological, the other 
a stepfather—but also dividing Kumarbi’s features between Elos-Kronos and Dagon. The 
former is Kumarbi’s counterpart in his opposition to the god of heaven, and is described as 
an aggressive figure; the latter parallels Kumarbi with respect to his grain aspect, without 
any mention of his activity. 22 Thus, as in the Ugaritic texts, Philo’s Dagon is a very “flat” 
figure who, other than being Demarous-Baal’s second father, engages in no mythic activity.

The third column in the table demonstrates that in Ugarit the storm-god too has two 
fathers—El and Dagan—who, in Philo’s text, share the same generation (Elos-Kronos and 
Dagon, respectively). While the Ugaritic Dagan appears to possess the same function as the 
Phoenician Dagon—thereby making him equivalent to the Hurrian grain-god Kumarbi—El 
is identified with Kumarbi in his role as head of the pantheon. A trilingual list from Ugarit 
confirms this identification: [dEn-líl :: k]u-[m]ur-wi :: dingir-lum (i.e., Ilum = El) (Ug. 5 N 
137 IV 35”). And indeed like the Hurrian Kumarbi—and to some degree the Phoenician 
Elos-Kronos—El is portrayed in the Baal Cycle as the adversary of the storm-god, enthron-
ing his son Yamm, the storm-god’s rival, and allying himself with the storm-god’s oppo-
nents, Yamm beloved of El (Ym mdd ʾIl), Mot beloved of El (Mt ydd ʾIl), Arš beloved of El 
( Aʾrš mdd ʾIlm), etc.

The designation “Baal, son of Dagan” thus served the Ugaritic author of the Baal Cycle 
to distinguish Baal from El’s family—as well as making Dagan Baal’s “positive” father—
albeit only in the most nominal sense, without playing any active role. In Ugarit, however, 
these circumstances occurred only in the Baal Cycle. 23 No other Ugaritic texts contain any 
reference to the tension between Baal and El—and thus no dichotomy between Baal as the 
joint son of El and of Dagan. It appears that, just as in the Phoenician literature, Dagan 
customarily functions in the Ugaritic myth as another father of Baal, without possessing any 
real substance. 24

21. See, for example, H. G. Güterbock, “The Hittite Version of the Hurrian Kumarbi Myths: Oriental Forerun-
ners of Hesiod,” AJA 52 (1948): 133; P. Walcott, “The Text of Hesiod’s Theogony and the Hittite Epic of Kumarbi,” 
Classical Quarterly NS 6 (1956): 202; Baumgarten, The Phoenician History of Philo, 238–41.

22. Cf. J. Barr, “Philo of Byblos and His ‘Phoenician History,’” Bulletin of the John Rylands University Library 
of Manchester 57 (1974): 56–57.

23. Cf. Smith, The Ugaritic Baal, 91–94; Schloen, “The House of the Father,” 354; D. Pardee, The Ugaritic 
Texts and the Origins of West-Semitic Literary Composition (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 2012), 75–77.

24. The discovery of dedicatory inscriptions to Dagan (CTA 6.13 and 6.14: see D. Pardee, Les texts rituels, 
386–99; P. Bordreuil and D. Pardee, A Manual of Ugaritic [Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns 2009], 218 and the bibli-
ography therein) in the Ugaritic temple ascribed today to El suggests that the people of Ugarit may have occasionally 
associated El and Dagan due to their identical status: see H. Niehr, “Überlegungen zum El-Tempel in Ugarit,” UF 26 
(1994): 419–26; M. S. Smith and W. T. Pitard, The Ugaritic Baal Cycle (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 2:620–22. This was 
never an absolute amalgamation, however, the two figures being listed as separate gods in the sacrificial and ritual 
lists: cf. Oldenburg, The Conflict between El and Ba’al, 54 n. 6.
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The “fossil” figures of Dagan as Baal’s father and Dagon as the father of Demarous 
(in the Phoenician texts) indicate that the source of the two-father motif lies in a paral-
lel culture, wherein it was employed actively and whence it was transmitted to Ugarit and 
Phoenicia. This culture must be recognized as Hurrian—the sole place in which the focus 
of the mythologem is on the activity of the storm-god’s two fathers: the grain-god and the 
veteran god, namely, the god of heaven. Having incorporated the motif of the storm-god’s 
two fathers, this tradition was left empty of substance in Ugaritic mythology. Although the 
Phoenician source which served Philo of Byblos restored literary significance to Demarous-
Baal as the son of two fathers, while Kronos-Elos replaced Kumarbi as the rival of the god 
of heaven, Dagon, the grain-god, retained no other role than serving as Demarous-Baal’s 
second father—as in Ugarit.

summary
The survival of three groups of texts from different periods and cultures has enabled us 

to outline the transmission of the mythologem we have examined here and to identify the 
source of the designation “Baal, son of Dagan” in Ugarit. The above analysis demonstrates 
that the Hurrians developed a tradition regarding the storm-god’s dual fathers—one his rival, 
the other his ally—who together, in a violent and unnatural manner, gave birth to him. Since 
this mythologem reached Ugarit devoid of any active mythological elements, the feature of 
Baal’s two fathers was left as a fossil. The sole anomaly in this situation is the Baal Cycle, 
wherein the mythologem serves to highlight El’s tension with Baal. While Dagon’s father-
hood also remained as a fossilized element in Phoenician literature, there it retained more 
substantial traces of the earlier Hurrian literature.
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