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Abstract: Genesis 1 has been the subject of many comparative studies, especially in regard to the similarity to Enuma Elish. Verse 2 in this chapter, however, deserves a separate discussion, since the picture in this verse is not at all close to Mesopotamian cosmogonies. In fact the closest parallel to this verse is found in the Phoenician world. Several scholars, such as Gunkel, Eissfeldt, Moscati, and Koch, have noted briefly this similarity, but they did not collect and analyze all the testimonies and fragments preserved from the Phoenician world. The current study attempts to review the entire corpus of extant Phoenician sources within the context of the ancient Near East (especially Egyptian) coupled with an understanding of the Greco-Roman world in which the Phoenician traditions were preserved, in order to trace the tradition’s history of the primordial wind (רוח) through the cosmogonies of the Phoenician world and Gen 1:2. This analysis may have important ramifications for the widespread discussions of pneumatology in the literatures of the Second Temple and early Christianity. 
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The first chapter of Genesis has been the subject of numerous comparative studies, many of which specifically address the separation of the upper and lower waters and the creation of the great sea beasts on the fifth day. Such studies cast these elements of the account as a polemic against Near Eastern narratives which tell of a struggle between a chief god and the primordial waters and which subsequently describe the creation of the world from those same waters, such as the epic of Enuma Elish.
 Despite this extensive scholarly attention, the second verse of Genesis 1, “the earth was a formless void and darkness covered the face of the deep, while רוח אלהים (a wind from God) swept over the face of the waters,” deserves its own analysis; this verse bears no relation to the act of creation described in Enuma Elish and is in fact quite unique in Ancient Near Eastern literature. The verse describes an act of creatio ex materia, that is, creation from a primordial matter – an earth that already existed, described as a dark and formless void, with “רוח אלהים (a wind from God) sweeping over the face of the waters” for some undisclosed reason.

Some scholars have sought parallels for this verse in Enuma Elish,
 others have sought these in Egyptian cosmogony.
 It seems, however, that the closest tradition to Gen 1:2 was preserved in the Phoenician world – that is, the cities of the Lebanese coast such as Tyre, Sidon, and Byblos, civilizations which had greater affinities to the ancient Israelites in terms of language, culture, and location.

Posing a challenge to this line of inquiry is the fact that hardly a piece of textual evidence of the literature and mythology from these Phoenician cities has survived. Some information has come down to us in the form of Phoenician inscriptions, but the bulk of the evidence is to be found in the writings of Greco-Roman authors who preserved Greek reformulations of this literature.
 In order to discover the ancient traditions embedded in this material, we must mine the ancient sources through comparative and internal analyses, just as scholars scour the writings of Josephus for more ancient of the Biblical and early Second Temple periods.

The primary testimony to the Phoenician tradition of theרוח  in Creation was briefly discussed some years ago by scholars such as Gunkel and Eissfeldt. Nevertheless, a comprehensive treatment of the remaining accounts from the Phoenician world and other relevant sources from the ancient period is still a desideratum in the scholarship.
 From the title of his 1947 article in JBL, Sabatino Moscati apparently intended to focus on theרוח  in Genesis and the Phoenician tradition. He did not, however, mention a single Phoenician source.
 His primary concern was interpreting the Hebrew phrase רוח אלהים in light of other Biblical sources, an issue which has elicited the attention of a number of scholars and traditional Biblical interpreters, as I will address shortly. Klaus Koch cites a broader collection of Phoenician sources, but his discussion is focused on the later development of the concept of time in post-Biblical literature.
 The current study attempts to review the entire corpus of extant Phoenician sources within the context of the ancient Near East coupled with an understanding of the Greco-Roman world in which the Phoenician traditions were preserved, in order to trace the tradition’s history of the primordial wind (רוח) through the cosmogonies of the Phoenician world and Gen 1:2. This analysis may have important ramifications for the widespread discussions of pneumatology in the literatures of the Second Temple and early Christianity, a point I will briefly address below.

II. The Testimony of Philo of Byblos
A significant amount of information about Phoenician religion and mythology is provided by a native Phoenician figure writing in Greek by the name of Philo of Byblos, born in the second half of the first century C.E.
 While his accounts have not been preserved in their entirety, we know them from relatively long excerpts appearing in the writings of Eusebius. According to Philo’s own account, he was preserving an ancient text that had been transcribed by a Phoenician named Sanchuniathon (FGrH 790 F 2 = Eusebius PE 1.9.30–1.10.2):
τὴν τῶν ὅλων ἀρχὴν ὑποτίθεται ἀέρα ζοφώδη καὶ πνευματώδη ἢ πνοὴν ἀέρος ζοφώδους καὶ χάος θολερὸν ἐρεβῶδες· ταῦτα δὲ εἶναι ἄπειρα καὶ διὰ πολὺν αἰῶνα μὴ ἔχειν πέρας. “ὅτε δέ”, φησίν, “ἠράσθη τὸ πνεῦμα τῶν ἰδίων ἀρχῶν, καὶ ἐγένετο σύγκρασις, ἡ πλοκὴ ἐκείνη ἐκλήθη Πόθος· αὕτη δὲ ἀρχὴ κτίσεως ἀπάντων· αὐτὸ δὲ οὐκ ἐγίνωσκε τὴν αὑτοῦ κτίσιν. καὶ ἐκ τῆς αὐτοῦ συμπλοκῆς τοῦ πνεύματος ἐγένετο Μώτ. τοῦτό τινές φασιν ἰλύν, οἱ δὲ ὑδατώδους μίξεως σῆψιν. καὶ ἐκ ταύτης ἐγένετο πᾶσα σπορὰ κτίσεως καὶ γένεσις τῶν ὅλων. ἦν δέ τινα ζῶια οὐκ ἔχοντα αἴσθησιν, ἐξ ὧν ἐγένετο ζῶια νοερά· καὶ ἐκλήθη Ζοφασημίν, τοῦτ᾽ ἔστιν οὐρανοῦ κατόπται. καὶ ἀνεπλάσθη ὁμοίως ὠιοῦ σχήματι. καὶ ἐξέλαμψε Μώτ, ἥλιός τε καὶ σελήνη ἀστέρες τε καὶ ἄστρα μεγάλα”.
He posits as the source of all things a dark and windy (πνευματώδη) air or a gust of dark air and a muddy and gloomy chaos. These things were limitless and, for ages, had no boundary. He says, “But when the wind conceived an erotic desire for its own sources and a mixing together took place, that intertwining was called Desire (Πόθος). And this was the source for the creation of all things. It itself was not aware of its own creation. And from his entwining with the wind Mot came into being. Some say that this is mud, others the putrefaction of the liquid mixture. And from this mixture came all the sowing of creation and the birth of all things. There were animals with no sensation, from which came animals with intelligence. And they were called Zophasemin, which means observers of the heavens (οὐρανοῦ κατόπται). And they had the shape of an egg. And Mot shone forth and the sun and the moon and the stars and the luminous bodies and the great stars.”

Like that of Genesis, this cosmogony begins with a dark void. While similar motifs can be found in other stories from the ancient world, the story of the wind as the first matter, which produced all of Creation in an act of autoeroticism, is quite unique among the cosmogony traditions of the ancient Near East. Despite writing in Greek, Philo records a number of Semitic words, testifying to concepts known to us from western Semitic mythology. The Ζοφασημίν are mentioned here following the appearance of the celestial lights, apparently a reference to the Semitic term צופי שמים or “observers of the heavens” portraying the appearance of light after the primordial darkness
; likewise the term Mot (Μώτ), which seems to be realted to the Semitic word for death, though it is not identical here with the god of the underworld as in Ugaritic mythology.

Following the cosmogony cited above, Philo lists a series of pairs who were the first inventors. This genre of technogony (paralleling the list of inventors in Genesis 4) is rather unique in the ancient Near East, and seems to be characteristic of the earliest Levantine traditions, though our primary focus is on the cosmogony reflected in the beginning of the list of pairs by Philo of Byblos.
 This seems to be either a separate cosmogonic tradition of the primordial wind or a variant version of the same tradition (FGrH 790 F 2 = Eusebius PE 1.10.7):

εἶτά φησι γεγενῆσθαι ἐκ τοῦ Κολπία ἀνέμου καὶ γυναικὸς Βάαυ (τοῦτο δὲ νύκτα ἑρμηνεύει) Αἰῶνα καὶ Πρωτόγονον θνητοὺς ἄνδρας οὕτω καλουμένους· εὑρεῖν δὲ τὸν Αἰῶνα τὴν ἀπὸ δένδρων τροφήν. ἐκ τούτων τοὺς γενομένους κληθῆναι Γένος καὶ Γενεάν, καὶ οἰκῆσαι τὴν Φοινίκην· αὐχμῶν δὲ γενομένων, τὰς χεῖρας ὀρέγειν εἰς οὐρανὸν πρὸς τὸν ἥλιον· “τοῦτον γάρ”, φησίν, “θεὸν ἐνόμιζον μόνον οὐρανοῦ κύριον Βεελσάμην καλοῦντες, ὅ ἐστι παρὰ Φοίνιξι κύριος οὐρανοῦ...”
And then he says that from the Kolpia
 wind and his wife Baau, which he interprets as being the night, were born Aion (Eternity) and Protogonos (First-Born), who were mortal men called by these names. Aion discovered the food that grows on trees. Those born to these two he calls Genos and Generation, and they settled Phoenicia. But when there were droughts, they stretched their arms toward the heaven, to the sun. ‘For the latter,’ he says, ‘they held to be the only god, the lord of heaven, calling him Beelsamen, which in Phoenician means lord of heaven, or Zeus among the Greeks.’

Philo here describes the primordial wind as a personal figure, following the Euhemeristic philosophy that transformed divine beings into human ones.
 Alongside it appears the name Baau (Βάαυ), which Philo interprets as darkness. As many readers have noticed, the concept is close to the Biblical one of תהו ובהו or “formless void,” but the term does not seem to have originated in the biblical literature; rather, both sources have inherited an ancient cosmogonic tradition belonging to the western Semitic world.

III. The Primordial Wind in Greek Philosophy

Despite the numerous affinities between the traditions mentioned by Philo and the רוח of Genesis, the late date of the former has led generations of scholars to regard his testimony with some suspicion.
 Albert Baumgarten suggests that Philo’s narrative was an attempt to adapt ancient ideas to the world of Greek philosophy and science, where the concept of wind as a fundamental element in the cosmos is also found, especially in Stoic and Neo-Platonic thought, which dominated in the time of Philo of Byblos.

Anaximenes, a pre-Socratic philosopher of the sixth century B.C.E., had already described the air or the wind (πνεῦμα in Greek, similar to the wind described by Philo of Byblos that desired for its own sources), and his description was preserved in citations by various authors (F 2 DK = Aëtius 1.3.4): 
Ἀναξιμένης Εὐρυστράτου Μιλήσιος ἀρχὴν τῶν ὄντων ἀέρα ἀπεφήνατο· ἐκ γὰρ τούτου πάντα γίγνεσθαι καὶ εἰς αὐτὸν πάλιν ἀναλύεσθαι. “οἶον ἡ ψυχή, φησίν, ἡ ἡμετέρα ἀὴρ οὖσα συγκρατεῖ ἡμᾶς, καὶ ὅλον τὸν κόσμον πνεῦμα καὶ ἀὴρ περιέχει” (λέγεται δὲ συνωνύμως ἀὴρ καὶ πνεῦμα).
Anaximenes son of Eurystratus of Miletus asserted that the principle of beings is air. For it is out of this that all things come about and it is into this that they are dissolved in turn. He says, “Just as our soul, which is air, dominates us, so too wind (πνεῦμα) and air surround the whole world” (‘air’ and ‘wind’ are being used synonymously) […]

Anaximenes’ wind is an unlimited primordial matter that can take on various forms and thus transform into all the elements of nature.
 Stoic philosophy, which was? developed during the Hellenistic period and spread throughout the Roman world, also employed the term πνεῦμα(wind) in its explanations of primordial nature. The Stoics, and particularly Chrysippus of Soli, one of the heads of that school, conceived of the pneuma as giving form to the matter of the world as the human soul activates an inanimate body.

We cannot rule out the possibility that Philo of Byblos chose the cosmogony he did because it suited philosophical ideas circulating at the time, and of which he was certainly aware. For example, it is possible that the metaphor of the  Desire (Πόθος)—used by Philo to express the longing of the wind for its own sources—was related to Hesiod’s Eros (Theogony 120-22).
 There is, however, no clear evidence of the influence of Stoic ideas on Philo’s cosmogony. The account lacks features that are central to Stoic explanations of the genesis of the cosmos and its cycles, such as the “creative fire” (πῦρ τεχνικόν), the destruction of the world in conflagration (ἐκπύρωσις) and its reconstruction (διακόσμησις).
 The excerpt from Philo, cited above gives the impression of being influenced by a mythological narrative far more than a philosophical or scientific explanation of the origin of the world. Furthermore, if we wish to compare Philo’s cosmogony to that of the Stoics, we cannot ignore the Phoenician or Cilician origin of several of the heads of the Stoic school, such as Zeno of Citium, considered the founder of Stoicism; Zeno was even known as “the Phoenician” due to his Cypriot origin and it may be that Stoic thought contains some holdovers from Phoenician mythology.
 
IV. Additional Phoenician Testimonies

In addition to Philo, the central elements of the mythological narrative of the wind exist in two additional Phoenician cosmogonies that are largely absent from commentaries of Genesis. Both are mentioned by the philosopher Damascius, who was active in the late fifth and early sixth centuries C.E. Damascius was the last head of the Platonic academy in Athens but, as evident from his name, was originally from a Syrian milieu, and preserved a significant number of later versions of ancient Near Eastern traditions.
 One cosmogony Damascius ascribed to the Phoenician writer Mochos (FGrH 784 F 4 = Damascius de Princ. 125 c [I p. 323 Ruelle]):
 
[…] τὴν Φοινίκων εὑρίσκομεν κατὰ Μῶχον μυθολογίαν, Αἰθὴρ ἦν τὸ πρῶτον καὶ ᾽Αὴρ αἱ δύο αὗται ἀρχαί, ἐξ ὧν γεννᾶται Οὐλωμὸς ὁ νοητὸς θεός, αὐτὸ (οἶμαι) τὸ ἄκρον τοῦ νοητοῦ. ἐξ οὗ ἑαυτῶι συνελθόντος γεννηθῆναί φασι Χουσωρὸν ἀνοιγέα πρῶτον, εἶτα ὠόν· τοῦτο μὲν (οἶμαι) τὸν νοητὸν νοῦν  λέγοντες, τὸν δὲ ἀνοιγέα Χουσωρὸν τὴν νοητὴν δύναμιν ἅτε τὴν ἀδιάκριτον φύσιν, εἰ μὴ ἄρα μετὰ τὰς δύο ἀρχὰς τὸ μὲν ἄκρον ἐστὶν ῎Ανεμος ὁ εἷς, τὸ δὲ μέσον οἱ δύο ἄνεμοι Λίψ τε καὶ Νότος· ποιοῦσι γάρ πως καὶ τούτους πρὸ τοῦ Οὐλωμοῦ. ὁ δὲ Οὐλωμὸς αὐτὸς ὁ νοητὸς εἴη νοῦς, ὁ δὲ ἀνοιγεὺς Χουσωρὸς ἡ μετὰ τὸ νοητὸν πρώτη τάξις, τὸ δὲ ὠὸν οὐρανός· λέγεται γὰρ ἐξ αὐτοῦ ῥαγέντος εἰς δύο γενέσθαι Οὐρανὸς καὶ Γῆ, τῶν διχοτομημάτων ἑκάτερον.

[…] I found the mythology of the Phoenicians, according to Mochos, to be as such: at the beginning there was Aether and Air, two principles themselves, from whom Oulomos (Οὐλωμός) was born, the intelligible god, himself, I think, the peak of the intelligible. From him, they say, mating with himself, was born first Chousoron (Χουσωρόν), the opener, then an egg; the latter, I think, they call the intelligible intellect, and the opener Chousoron they call the intelligible force, as it was the first to differentiate undifferentiated nature. Unless after these two principles the highest is the one Wind, while the middle are the two winds Lips and Notos - for they make even these somehow precede Oulomos. As for Oulomos, he would be the intelligible intellect himself, and the opener Chousoros would be the first order after the intelligible, and the egg would be the sky; for they say that Ouranos (Sky) and Ge (Earth) were born from the egg as it broke in two, each one from one of the two halves.

The tradition brought by Mochos provides further details absent from Philo’s account that seem to belong to the ancient world, and so he does not rely on Philo. Mochos uses the term Oulomos, which was not a Greek word, but rather a Greek adaptation of the Phoenician עלֹם ulom, meaning, like its Biblical cognate עולם, “eternity,” “days of yore,” or, more generally, “time,” and seems here to refer to the everlasting god, a phrase also found in the Bible (El-olam, Gen 21:33).
 Another ancient concept preserved in this tradition is Χουσωρόν, known to us from Ugaritic origins as Kothar, the Ugaritic craft-god. Since references to Kothar grew increasingly rare as the first millennium C.E. progressed, there is no doubt that Mochos has preserved echoes of an ancient tradition, and is not simply relating concepts from the Hellenistic world.
 According to Mochos, the air or the wind is the fundamental element of the world, from which all being was formed. This cosmogony, a story of the formation of the world, is also a theogony, a story of the formation of the gods, similar to many other cosmogonic traditions from the ancient world. After the wind came Oulomos, that is, the everlasting god, followed by  Χουσωρόν / Kothar, the craft-god. Philo, too, knew of a story that posited an everlasting god as the second being to come into existence, but he translated the name into Greek as Αἰών (identical in meaning to the Biblical עולם), and portrayed him as a mortal, including the name in the list of the first human inventors after the wind.
The second cosmogony was described by Damascius as a Sidonian tradition, cited in the name of Eudemos (FGrH 784 F 4 = Damascius de Princ. 125 c [I p. 323 Ruelle]):

Σιδώνιοι δὲ κατὰ τὸν αὐτὸν συγγραφέα (scil. Εὐδημον) πρὸ πάντων Χρόνον ὑποτίθενται καὶ Πόθον καὶ ᾽Ομίχλην. Πόθου δὲ καὶ ᾽Ομίχλης μιγέντων ὡς δυεῖν ἀρχῶν ᾽Αέρα γενέσθαι καὶ Αὐραν, ᾽Αέρα μὲν <τὸ> ἄκρατον τοῦ νοητοῦ παραδηλοῦντες, Αὐραν δὲ τὸ ἐξ αὐτοῦ κινούμενον τοῦ νοητοῦ ζωτικὸν προτύπωμα. πάλιν δὲ ἐκ τούτων ἀμφοῖν ὠιόν γεννηθῆναι, κατὰ τὸν νοῦν (οἶμαι) τὸν νοητόν.
The Sidonians, according to the same writer (scil. Eudemos) set before everything Time, Desire, and Mist, and they say that from the union of Desire and Mist, as dual principles, emerged Air and Breeze, implying that Air is the unmixed part of the intelligible, whereas Breeze, moving out of it (i.e., of Air), is the vital pattern (prototype) of the intelligible. And they say that, in turn, from these two an egg was born, corresponding, I think, to the intelligible intellect.

Here, too, the wind is described as the primordial creative force, but here it is preceded by Χρόνος (Time), who seems to be the everlasting god, in contrast to the former traditions where the wind was preexistent and the everlasting god was only formed afterwards.
 The last figure in the lineage, as in the other Phoenician traditions, is a cosmic egg from which the universe was created.

These three elements – the wind that desires its own sources, the eternal god ulom / El-Olam, and the cosmic egg – seem to have been part of the ancient Phoenician cosmogonic narrative. These ideas are also found in Philo’s writings and the other Phoenician sources, and they have no relation to Stoic thought whatsoever. It seems that all these sources reflect a systematic cosmogony describing the ancient beings from the formation of the world, first among them the wind that desired itself and out of which, according to Philo of Byblos, were formed all other things in existence.
This Phoenician tradition continued to circulate long into the ancient period, well after Philo’s time, as we see from the similarities between it and the Gnostic tradition preserved in various forms by the Church Fathers of the early centuries C.E. The version most similar to Philo of Byblos’s story is found in the fourth century writings of Philastrius, Bishop of Brescia; it describes the wind as a sexual being who was able to produce offspring through mating with the darkness (Philastrius 33 [Migne]):
 
Ante erant solum tenebrae et profundum et aqua, atque terrae divisio facta est in medio, et spiritus separavit haec elementa. Tunc ergo tenebrae irruentes in spiritum genuerunt quatuor Aeonas, et isti quatuor genuerunt alios quatuor Aeonas. Hoc autem dextra atque sinistra lux, inquiunt, sunt. Et quemdam etiam concubuisse cum illa muliere et virtute dicunt, de qua nati sunt dii, et homines, et angeli, et septem spiritus daemoniorum.

At first there was only darkness, the deep, and water, and from these was formed a separation of earth in the middle, and the wind (spiritus) divided these elements. At that time, the darkness hastened to the wind and gave birth to four eons (Aeonas), and these gave birth to four additional eons (Aeonas). Furthermore, according to his words, in this way were born right and left, light and dark. They also report that someone lay with that female being from whom were born gods, men, angels, and seven evil spirits.
Since we are dealing with a relatively late text, the author was certainly aware of Jewish and Christian traditions such as the Biblical text of Genesis. However, in light of the clear similarities to Phoenician mythology, which could not have originated from exegesis of the Biblical text alone, it seems that the Gnostic text is based in part on the same Phoenician tradition we have been discussing.
 As in the Phoenician tradition, creation is initiated by the wind. Here the sexual character of the wind is portrayed with clearer, even striking, imagery, and here, as in the Phoenician narrative, one of the wind’s children is Aeon, that is, time or the eternal god (Αἰών / El-olam). In all the Phoenician traditions addressed above, the wind possesses creative and reproductive power and serves as the primordial element initiating the process of creation. The last text, along with similar Gnostic sources attest to the fact that the Phoenician traditions were widespread and continued to resonate throughout the ancient period.

V. Between Phoenicia and Egypt

In some respects, this Phoenician tradition is similar to Egyptian cosmogonies,
 the most salient parallel being the motif of the cosmic egg found in many Egyptian texts.
 The primordial matter’s autoeroticism is also found in early Egyptian sources. In traditions from Heliopolis, accounts of the first god’s act of masturbation which formed the world are particularly common.
 For example, an incantation from the Pyramid Texts includes a detailed description of Atum pleasuring himself, producing Shu and Tefnut, representing air and moisture or the atmosphere, respectively (P 475 = PT 527).
 Spell 77 from the Coffin Texts describes this tale through the words of Shu, reminding Atum of how he gave birth to him with the help of his hand and his mouth.
 This tradition continues to appear for a long period of time, and is attested in later Egyptian sources. For example, the Bremner-Rhind Papyrus, a magical anthology compiled at the beginning of the Ptolemaic period from earlier sources, casts Atum himself as the narrator of the story (pBM 10188, 26, 24-27, 2). He tells of how, when he was alone, he copulated with his hand as a husband with his wife; he spilled his seed into his mouth and gave birth with his spit to two offspring, the god Shu, representing air, and Tefnut, representing moisture or the atmosphere – an account somewhat reminiscent of the element of wind in Philo’s text.
 From these elements were formed the rest of the gods and the elements of the world.

As in the Phoenician narrative, the Egyptian version of tale includes a primordial figure who desires itself. Here, however, the longing for one’s source is given concrete, even course, expression. In the writings of Philo and Mochos, by contrast, the strikingly mythological description of the Egyptian narrative is presented in more abstract language; the wind’s self-copulation is not described in the same unabashedly physical terms as in the tale of the god Atum’s masturbation. In the same vein, while the wind is the prime mover in the Phoenician story, in the Egyptian story Shu and Tefnut, representing air and moisture, emerge in the second stage of creation.
 The transfer of the wind that desires itself to the first stage in the cosmogony softens and purifies (that is to say, spiritualizes) the strikingly physical myth. In any case, affinities with Egyptian mythological motifs can also strengthen the argument that the tradition in Philo of Byblos – despite the later date of its textual sources – is closer to the ancient Phoenician mythology than to concepts from Stoic philosophy. It is reasonable to assume that such a tradition about the primordial wind initiating the creation of the world was also known in the Phoenician world at the same time as the formation (in oral or written form) of the Biblical narrative.
VI. Ruaḥ ’Elohim in Genesis 1:2 and in Second Temple Literature

What, then, are the ramifications for Gen 1:2, “רוח אלהים swept over the face of the waters”? Several traditional commentators and modern scholars have addressed the questions of whether to interpret רוח as “wind” or “spirit” and whether to understand אלהים as an adjective denoting greatness (as in 1 Sam 14:15, where חרדת אלהים means “a great panic”) or as a noun, which would translate as “a wind from God and of God.”

All these meanings are attested in Biblical Hebrew and can all serve as possible interpretations of the phrase in Gen 1:2. On the one hand, the רוח here is not an independent being as in the Phoenician tradition; from the context, it is clear that the רוח is related to the אלהים of the previous verse. On the other hand, the description in Genesis may not be entirely divorced from the aforementioned mythological traditions that circulated in the Levant and which bear similarities to it. It may be that the phrase ורוח אלהים מרחפת על פני המים does more than paint a pastoral picture of time before Creation; otherwise, it is unclear why the רוח is mentioned at all. The portrait in Genesis may conceal the memory of the primeval wind known from the mythological sources as a supernatural creative power. Echoes of this idea reverberate in the Biblical Creation story, though it seems the Biblical author seeks to silence them.
The רוח אלהים of Gen 1:2, as in the Phoenician sources mentioned above, is neither the violent wind of the ancient Near East’s storm gods nor that of Yhwh who overpowers the sea and defeats His enemies; it is also not the natural wind described as smashing (as in 1 Kgs 19:11 and Ps 48:8), splitting (Ezek 13:11), or destroying (e.g. Jer 51:1).
 This wind, in this context, is related to the arousal of the life force and constitutes the vehicle for the Creation process. In many senses, it resembles the רוח that blows the spirit of life into human beings, as in the vision of the dry bones: “ […] I will cause breath (רוח) to enter you, and you shall live. I will lay sinews on you, and will cause flesh to come upon you” (Ezek 37:5-6); or the רוח that vivifies the world in the Psalms: “When you send forth your spirit (רוח), they are created, and you renew the face of the ground” (Ps 104:30); or the forests of the natural world, as in Isaiah: “until a spirit (רוח) from on high is poured out on us, and the wilderness becomes a fruitful field, and the fruitful field is deemed a forest” (Isa 32:15). The use of the passive tense in the last verse is interesting, and alludes to the tradition of the רוח as an independent force that does not necessarily emerge from God.
 
In contrast to the descriptions of destructive winds (e.g. Exod 15:10, Isa 11:15 and 27:8, Ps 11:6 and 18:16), the verb רח"ף used in Gen 1:2 implies gliding over and gently caressing the water. The extra-Biblical mythological sources even describe this act as erotic. The sexual motif was common in the mythological traditions, and an echo of it remains in the Gnostic texts, though it has been mostly expurgated from the Bible. The verb רח"ף, however, preserves something of the life-giving power found in mythology. There is room to assume that the sexual motif was part of the mythological heritage of the Genesis story, though the Biblical narrator sought to conceal it. Some have suggested that we should understand רח"ף according to its Syrian cognate, meaning “incubate,” which would even preserve a remnant of the tradition of the cosmic egg found in the Phoenician narratives.
 However, it appears that the meaning of מרחף here is “hovering,” as in its Ugaritic cognate.
 In this sense, the meaning of the verb in Genesis is closer to that in the verse, “As an eagle stirs up its nest, and hovers over its young” (Deut 32:11), which describes an eagle caring for its eaglets.
 Genesis, then, portrays the creative wind hovering over and gently touching the waters, after which the act of Creation begins. It seems that, while alluding to mythological traditions, the Biblical author succeeded in conveying a different and novel message, through the demythologization and blurring of the ancient mythologies. Notwithstanding the Phoenician tradition’s own softening of its cruder precursor, the רוח of the Biblical story undergoes an additional level of purification. As in the case of the Phoenician tradition the רוח in Genesis is a primordial element; but the lack of clarity regarding its role in the Biblical context highlights the role of divine speech as the primary progenitor of Creation. This idea is part of a separate tradition that is starkly different from the story of the wind.

 Post-Biblical literature from the Second Temple period has also preserved an echo of the supernatural and independent nature of the primeval רוח, though every text uses this motif in its own way. While a proper analysis of the various meanings of רוח in the literature of the Second Temple and the New Testament is beyond the purview of the current study, it is worth mentioning here some sources from Second Temple literature that seem to preserve echoes of the mythological and divine nature of the primeval wind. 
The Book of Jubilees, for example, in its rewriting of the first verses of the Creation narrative, changes ורוח אלהים מרחפת על פני המים into a story of the creation of the angels. Alongside the heavens and the earth, the darkness and the water, Jubilees (2:2-3) inserts a long list of angels, as can be seen below. The Hebrew version is known to us from Qumran Scroll 4Q216 4QJuba col. V 4-10):
	בראשית א 1—3
	4QJuba V 4-10 (יובלים ב 2–3)

	1 בְּרֵאשִׁית בָּרָא אֱלֹהִים 
אֵת הַשָּׁמַיִם וְאֵת הָאָרֶץ 
2 וְהָאָרֶץ הָיְתָה תֹהוּ וָבֹהוּ 
וְחֹשֶׁךְ עַל-פְּנֵי תְהוֹם 

וְרוּחַ אֱלֹהִים מְרַחֶפֶת עַל-פְּנֵי הַמָּיִם 
3 וַיֹּאמֶר אֱלֹהִים יְהִי אוֹר וַיְהִי-אוֹר.
	כי ביום הראשון ברא את השמ]ים העליונים ואת האר[ץ] [ואת המים 
ואת כל הרוחות המשרתים לפניו מלאכי ]הפנים ומלאכי הקו[דש] ומ[לאכי רוחות האש ומלאכי הרוחות הנושבי]ם [ו] ומלאכי רוחות ה[עננים] לער[פל ולטל ומלאכי הרוחות לשלג ולברד ולק]רח ומלאכי הקולו[ת] ולמלאכי הרוחות [לברקים ומלאכי הרוחות לקור ול]חום ולחרף ולקיץ [ולכל] רוחות בריותיו 
[אשר בשמים ואשר עשה באר]ץ ובכל את התהו[מות]. מאפלה ושחר ו[אור וערב אשר הכין בד]עתו

	1In the beginning when God created the heavens and the earth, 2 the earth was a formless void and darkness covered the face of the deep, while a wind from God swept over the face of the waters. 
3 Then God said, “Let there be light”; and there was light.
	For on the first day he created the heaven]s that are above the ear[th,] 
[the waters, and all the spirits who serve before him: the angels] of the presence, and the angels of ho[liness;], and the a[ngels of the spirits of fire; the angels of the wind that blo[w, the angels of the spirits of the [clouds], of dark[ness, dew, and the angels of the spirits of snow and fro]st; the angels of the sound[s;] the angels of the [storm]-winds; the angels of the spirits of cold and] heat, of winter and summer, [and of all] the spirits of his creatures [which he made in the heavens, which he made on the ear]th, and in every (place;) the dept[hs,] darkness, dawn, [light, and evening which he prepared through] his [know]ledge.
      


It is possible that the interpretation of רוח as angels was influenced by associative reasoning based on Psalm 104: “You make the winds (רוחות) your messengers, fire and flame your ministers. You set the earth on its foundations, so that it shall never be shaken” (Ps 4-5). However, the author of Jubilees immediately testifies to the unique nature of the רוח of Creation, through a detailed description of the various angels, including the angels of wind, that were created at that time.
 This is no ordinary meteorological or even cosmic element but rather a wide-ranging group of divine beings that are not identical with God. As in the Phoenician tradition, it seems that here the רוח takes on a personal form.  
The Book of Enoch dedicates an elaborate description to the winds among the heavenly luminaries. The narrator describes twelve gates from which the winds emerge; some bring blessing, rain, and fertility, others are “sent forth to bring destruction to all the earth and the waters that are upon it” (1 Enoch 66:4). In some respects, the winds here resemble the mythological entities in that they seem to be not so much God’s agents as independent and active cosmic beings. The description in Enoch, which can now be seen in the Aramaic evidence in the Qumran Scrolls, goes on to describe the four directions, referred to in the Aramaic text as ארבע רוחי שמיא (4Q210 frag. 1 II, 14-15; cf. 4Q209 frags. 23, 3-4). The first רוח is referred to as קדם (prior, ancient, or east) “because it is first”; the southern wind is called דרום (south) “because the Great one dwells (דאר) there, and in it dwells forever.”
 The text goes on to describe the convergence of the stars and heavenly bodies in the other winds / directions (רוח). It seems, then, that the extensive mythology of the realm of the winds in Enoch did not appear out of a vacuum; rather, it was preceded by a long mythic tradition from the western Semitic world.
 
The Community Rule clearly relates to the concept of the רוח as a primary element in the world, upon which other elements are based: “And He created the רוחות of light and darkness, upon which He founded all of Creation” (1QS III 25). In making the רוח a primary element in the Creation, the Community Rule resembles the Phoenician cosmogony as well as Greek philosophical ideas. At the same time, in the Community Rule, the רוח loses its cosmic and mythological import, being transformed into a spiritual principle relating to matters of ethics and social justice.
 This text points to various uses of the concept of רוח as its meaning developed across ancient literature, both Jewish and Christian, though it is clear that the growing involvement in pneumatology was essentially based on mythological and philosophical concepts related to the first wind of the pre- and extra-Biblical pagan world.

*

We may conclude this survey with a few basic conclusions related to the Genesis narrative, as well as to the literature of surrounding cultures, and the development of the idea in later literature. (1) Despite the late date of the Phoenician sources, there is reason to assume that their story of the primeval wind preserves an ancient mythological tradition. (2) There is a clear similarity between the Phoenician story and various concepts and models from Egyptian mythology, such as the tradition of Atum and the motif of the cosmic egg. It is possible that these Egyptian concepts were part of the cultural environment in which the Phoenician story developed, if in a milder form, and underwent an additional level of spiritualization in the Biblical story. (3) The Biblical verse on the wind of God that hovered over the waters preserves an echo of the myth of the primeval wind that desired its own source and thus began the process of Creation, as in the tradition recorded by Philo of Byblos, but in its current form the story is of a different nature. (4) The centrality of the wind as a primordial element finds a parallel in the writings of Greek philosophers, where it is articulated in scientific and philosophical terms. This idea is already evident in sayings attributed to the schools of Miletus from the sixth century B.C.E. and can be traced in a variant and more expanded form in the Stoicism of the Hellenistic and Roman periods. It is impossible to ignore the fact that these ideas about the wind that circulated around the eastern Mediterranean were part of a shared cultural heritage, although used in a different way by each thinker in turn. (5) Ideas about the primeval wind and the mythological nature of the realm of the winds were extensively developed in Jewish literature of the Second Temple period and beyond, as well as in early Christian literature. We cannot understand the development of these pneumatological ideas without taking into account the ancient background of such stories as these that were common in the ancient Levant. The tradition of the divine wind/spirit in the late Second Temple literature onward was based not only on the literature of the Hebrew Bible and Greek philosophy, but also on mythological traditions that were part of the Phoenician world and apparently other regions in the ancient Levant and eastern Mediterranean.
* This study began to take shape during my work on the Hebrew translation of Philo of Byblos and Mochos in Noga [Ayali-] Darshan and Guy Darshan, Canaanite Mythology, Myths Series 15 (Tel Aviv: Mapa, 2009), 50-60 [Hebrew]. I am grateful to Profs. Alexander Rofé and Deborah Levine Gera, who discussed these texts with me during that period. I also owe my thanks to Prof. Menahem Kister for his time discussing the tradition about the wind in Philo of Byblos and similar ideas in Rabbinical literature, as well as for sharing his lecture on the famous story about Simeon ben Zoma presented at the 2008 conference in honor of David Rosenthal before its preparation for publication (see n. 56 below).
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