Philo of Byblos’ version of the Storm God Combat against the Sea

The story of the storm god’s combat against the Sea, as testified by numerous ancient Near Eastern texts from the second and first half of the first millennium BCE, describes how the storm god fights the Sea, wins and becomes the king of the gods.[footnoteRef:2] According to the extant written sources, at some point prior to the eighteenth-century BCE, the sea and the storm were anthropomorphized into divine characters, around whom a complex mythical plot was spun. In this form, the myth was disseminated throughout the ancient Near East, including Mari, Egypt, Ugarit, Hatti, Mesopotamia and the Israelite kingdoms. In most of these cultures, the storm god and the Sea were referred to by their local names, and certain locations – insofar as they are mentioned – by local toponyms. This leaves no doubt that the plot was well integrated into each local literature. Nevertheless, some West-Semitic and Levantine features that survive in the written texts out of the Levant, point to the Levantine coast as the birthplace of the story – whence it disseminated across the ancient Near East.[footnoteRef:3] [2:  For recent studies of this story in its various aspects see, for example, … and earlier bibliography there. ]  [3:  For a detailed survey of each version, including earlier bibliography, see ...] 

Given the Levantine origin of the story and its widespread dissemination in both Ugarit of the second millennium BCE and Israel of the first millennium BCE, it was reasonable to expect that this narrative would also have been popular in the Phoenician cities. These cities, situated geographically and culturally between Ugarit and Israel, maintained significant cultural continuity from the second to the first millennium BCE.[footnoteRef:4] The absence of this story in Phoenician epigraphic findings could thus be attributed to the general scarcity of Phoenician literary texts. However, a careful study of the writings of Philo of Byblos, as preserved by Eusebius, reveals a more complex picture. The present study explores this complexity, focusing on the contrasting roles of the storm god and the Sea within this tradition. [4:  For the history of the Phoenician cities in the late second millennium and early first millennium, see, for example, ...] 


1. Philo’s Story of the Combat between the Storm god and the Sea: The Background
 The Phoenician writer Philo of Byblos, born in the second half of the first century CE, described in his Greek work The Phoenician History the creation of the world, the development of human culture, and the struggles of the gods, according to Phoenician traditions from the area which he originated. Only fragments of Philo's original work have been preserved, primarily through citations in Eusebius’ fourth-century CE work Praeparatio Evangelica (Preparation for the Gospel). According to Eusebius, Philo’s work was a Greek translation of the writings of Sanchuniathon of Beirut, a Phoenician writer who lived “even before the Trojan War” (παλαίτατος καὶ τῶν Τρωικῶν χρόνων, FGrH 790 F1 = PE 1.19.20).[footnoteRef:5] [5:  For modern editions of Philo’s work, see ….] 

Philo’s work reflects numerous Greco-Roman philosophical ideas that prevailed during his time, including the euhemeristic tendency to interpret gods as once-living heroes who were deified posthumously.[footnoteRef:6] Because of this tendency and the resemblance of some traditions in Philo’s work to well-known Greek stories, scholars historically underestimated Philo’s value as a source of authentic Phoenician traditions. This view persisted until the discovery of Hittite and Ugaritic tablets from the second millennium BCE, which contained traditions remarkably similar to those in Philo’s stories.[footnoteRef:7] This discovery prompted a reassessment of Philo’s significance in Phoenician studies. However, it is important to note that the fragments from Philo’s works are not exact copies of traditions from the second millennium BCE but rather reflect their later transformations within the Phoenician world of the Greco-Roman period.[footnoteRef:8] [6:  For the euhemeristic approach in general, see …, and particularly in Philo’s work, see …. ]  [7:  For an overview of the differing perspectives on Philo of Byblos see, for example, ... ]  [8:  The renewed interest in Philo's writings in recent generations is largely due to the studies of Eissfeldt. See, particularly … Cf. however the skeptical attitude of ….] 

Philo mentions the storm god’s war against the Sea in a sole reference within the framework of the “History of Kronos” account, toward its end:
εἶτα πάλιν Οὐρανὸς πολεμεῖ Πόντωι, καὶ ἀποστὰς Δημαροῦντι[footnoteRef:9] προστίθεται·  [9:  Jacoby (FGrH 790 F 2 ad loc.) unnecessarily emends the text here, disregarding the manuscript evidence (that preserves the Canaanite nun of the name in the dative form), and reads ἀποστὰς Δημαροῦς <αὐτῶι>. The interpretation of Attridge and Oden (1981, 53, 90 n. 119), which follows this emendation, “Demarous revolted and allied himself with <him>,” remains unclear. For an alternative interpretation aligned with our reading, see …] 

ἔπεισί τε Πόντωι ὁ Δημαροῦς, τροποῦται δὲ αὐτὸν ὁ Πόντος· ὁ δὲ Δημαροῦς 
φυγῆς θυσίαν ηὔξατο. 
And then Ouranos again went to battle against Pontos and having withdrawn, he allies himself with Demarous. Demarous advanced against Pontos, but Pontos routed him, and Demarous vowed to offer a sacrifice for his escape (FGrH 790 F 2 = Euseb. PE 1.10.28).
Two names of the deities in this quotation are of Greek origin, as is conventional in the writings of Philo of Byblos. However, the ancient Hittite, Ugaritic, and Phoenician texts establish a clear linkage between these Greek names and their Levantine counterparts. The first, Ouranos, the sky god, stands for the Phoenician god Šamem (“Heaven”).[footnoteRef:10] The second, Pontos (literally “Sea” in Greek), is none other than Yamm,[footnoteRef:11] who as customary in most versions of the storm god’s war against the sea, is called by its generic name “Sea.”[footnoteRef:12] The third character mentioned in the foregoing quotation, Demarous, has no meaning in Greek. Rather, it is derived from the ancient appellation of Baal the storm god, Dmrn, known only from the Ugaritic texts (KTU 1.4 VII 39; 1.92:30). Before the Ugaritic tablets were deciphered, it was suggested to identify this figure with a sanctified river on the Phoenician coast,  between Sidon and Beirut, mentioned by Polybius (5.68.9) as Δαμοῦρας, and Strabo (16.2.22) as Ταμύρας.[footnoteRef:13] However, in 1949 Umberto Cassuto noted the resemblance between this Demorous and the Ugaritic appellation of Baal, Dmrn, which is especially discernible in the dative form Δημαροῦντι, retaining the original Canaanite nun.[footnoteRef:14] Cassuto’s brilliant suggestion, accepted by many,[footnoteRef:15] demonstrates that Philo’s sources, while reflective of his contemporary period, may have origins in much more ancient traditions.  [10:  For the term Šamem in Phoenician, see …. For the pronunciation of the word in Philo’s time compare to the name Samemroumos in Philo’s work: Σαμημροῦμος, ὁ καὶ ῾Υψουράνιος (“Samemroumos, who is also called High-in-Heaven,” PE 1.10.9). The concept of divine “Heaven” is attested in several second-millennium Ugaritic texts (e.g., …) as well as first-millennium Phoenician and Aramaic texts (…). However, the extant ancient West-semitic texts do not present it as a personified deity. Instead, it appears in offerings and treaties' witness lists, where Heaven is mentioned alongside his consort, Earth. The notion of Heaven and Earth as witnesses was further inherited by biblical texts (e.g., Deut 4:26; 30:19; 31:28).]  [11:  Noted by …, and has been widely accepted by scholars.]  [12:  An exception to this rule is some Egyptian versions of the text employing the name Ym for the sea; cf. …. ]  [13:  …. Following the decipherment of the Ugaritic tablets, ??? keeps with the former interpretation. ??? suggests interpreting the name of Demarous as an abbreviation of Hadad-Amurru. ??? (unaware of the identification with Ugaritic Dmrn suggested by ????) suggested interpreting the Greek form of Demarous as ḏu marūṣ, “the weakened one, the one who is made sickly.” On the current status of the Ed-Damour River in Lebanon, see …. It is not impossible that the river is named after the deity.  ]  [14:  …. (for an English version see ????).    ]  [15:  See, for example, ….   ] 

This principle is similarly evident in the description of the family of Pontos-Yamm, where a Greek prism is also apparent.
According to Philo, Pontos was the son of Nereus, living at the time of Typhon:
κατὰ τούτους γίνονται Πόντος καὶ Τυφὼν καὶ Νηρεὺς πατὴρ Πόντου, Βήλου δὲ παῖς. 
 At that time there also lived Pontos, Typhon, and Nereus, the father of Pontos and son of Belos. (FGrH 790 F 2 = Euseb. PE 1.10.26)
 
Both Nereus and Typhon are familiar names in Greek mythology, but they usually have different lineages in Greek texts. Nereus is typically portrayed as the son of Pontos (e.g., Hes. T. 233–236) rather than being his father as in Philo’s tradition. In addition, Typhon is described by Hesiod as the son of Gaia and Tartaros (Hes. T. 820–880) and has no connection to Pontos, or any aquatic figure, at all. The mythological concepts that associate these creatures with Pontos (Sea) in Philo’s writings thus differ from their portrayals in Greek mythology. Some have suggested identifying Typhon with Mount Zaphon, the name for Mount Kassios by the people who inhabited south of it, possibly because this is where Apollodorus (1.39) places the battle between Zeus and Typhon.[footnoteRef:16] However, this identification lacks sufficient evidence, particularly within the context of Philo's traditions.[footnoteRef:17] If we consider the possibility of Semitic figures behind these Greek names, it seems more plausible that Philo used these Greek names due to their phonetic resemblance to two Semitic characters closely associated with Yamm. Nereus, for instance, appears to correspond to Nhr (“River”), which, in both Ugaritic and biblical texts, serves as an epithet for the Sea (e.g., KTU 1.2 I 28; IV 13; Hab 3:3).[footnoteRef:18] Typhon is possibly related to the Aramaic word pitna / peten in Hebrew (“snake”), cognate with bašmu in Akkadian and btn in Ugaritic texts, against which Baal fought during his conflict with the Sea.[footnoteRef:19] If this hypothesis is valid, it suggests that Philo was familiar not only with the ancient designation of Dmrn, the storm god, but also with the Semitic names of his adversaries, Nhr and Ptn/Btn. As was common in his period, he identified these figures with Greek deities based on phonetic similarities.  [16:  Cf. …. Since they were unfamiliar with Mount Zaphon, they associated it with the biblical toponym בעל צפון (Baal-zephon) and the Hebrew term צפעונ(י) (“viper”). After the Ugaritic texts were deciphered, cf. ….]  [17:  ]  [18:  Cf. …. For the link between Nereus and Nahar, see already …: “…”]  [19:  For another suggestion see …. (apud …) and ….  who identified it with the Ugaritic Ltn. ] 

In light of this, the small fragment quoted from Philo, which mentions the ancient storm god Dmrn and the combat against the Sea, raises two questions. First, according to Philo, Ouranos, the sky god, is the main hero who battles against the Sea, rather than the storm god as depicted in other known versions of this myth. The storm god Dmrn only joins Ouranos later in the conflict. Second, Philo’s account suggests that both Ouranos and the storm god were defeated by the Sea, which contrasts with the more familiar version of the myth in which the storm god triumphs over the Sea.

3. The Battle of Heaven (Ouranos) against the Sea (Pontos)
As we have mentioned earlier, the reference to the storm god’s combat against the Sea appears in Philo’s writings within the framework of the “history of Kronos” account, just before its conclusion—after Kronos had already defeated his great rival, Ouranos, and before his eventual demise.[footnoteRef:20] This framework details the struggles for kingship spanning three generations of gods: Elioun, succeeded by his son Ouranos, and then by Elos-Kronos, his grandson.[footnoteRef:21] Ouranos inherited kingship from his father Elioun after a wild beast devoured Elioun, while Elos-Kronos ascended to power by slaying his father Ouranos after castrating him (FGrH 790 F2 = PE 1.10.14-29). Philo also mentions a fourth-generation figure, Demarous, who fought alongside Ouranos against Pontos (Sea). However, details about Demarous in this context are sparse, indicating only that he is the son of Ouranos, adopted by the deity Dagon, the brother of Elos-Kronos. According to another tradition quoted by Philo (FGrH 790 F2 = PE 1.10.30), likely originating from Tyre,[footnoteRef:22] Demarous—identified there with Zeus and Adodos (=Adad)[footnoteRef:23]—was considered the son of Elos-Kronos, in contrast to the “history of Kronos” account, which likely originated in Byblos. The former tradition briefly states that Demarous reigned alongside Astarte over the land with his father’s approval. [20:  The term “history of Kronos” is made by modern scholars inspired by Philo's conclusion in PE 1.10.30, where he states, “So much, then, for the affairs of Kronos (τὰ τοῦ Κρόνου). Such were the ... lives of those who lived in the time of Kronos (βίου τῶν ἐπὶ Κρόνου).” The unit begins in the last sentence of PE 1.10.14.]  [21:  Philo (or his predecessor or successor) defines the latter as ῏Ηλον τὸν καὶ Κρόνον (“Elos who is also Kronos”) on several occasions (FGrH 790 F2 = PE 1.10.16). Consequently, this figure is referred to here as Elos-Kronos.  ]  [22:  Following ??? (for an English version, see ???). ]  [23:  The text includes the conjunction καί (“and”) between Zeus Demarous and Adodos, leading some scholars to interpret these as two or even three distinct figures: Zeus Demarous (or Zeus, Demarous) and Adodos. See, ????, and cf. the translation of ????. However, already … suggested amending καὶ to ὁ καὶ, meaning “who is also” (cf. …).] 

As is well known, Philo’s “history of Kronos” exhibits striking parallels with the Hurro-Hittite composition The Song of Emergence (CTH 344)[footnoteRef:24] dated from the second half of the millennium BCE, and with Hesiodic Theogony from the first millennium BCE.[footnoteRef:25] The Hurro-Hittite work narrates the struggles among four generations of gods for kingship: Alalu, Anu, Kumarbi, and Teššub. Anu, the Mesopotamian god of heaven (whose name derives from “heaven,” [=An] in Sumerian), initially served under King Alalu but later rebelled, and his master Alalu fled to the underworld after being overthrown.[footnoteRef:26] Kumarbi, an original Hurrian god and Alalu’s descendant,[footnoteRef:27] initially served under Anu before also challenging his authority. When Anu fled from Kumarbi, the latter chased him and ate his genitals, thereby assuming kingship. Yet, from Anu’s bitten genitals, his sons—among them, Teššub, the storm god (here called Tarḫun)[footnoteRef:28]—were conceived within Kumarbi’s body.[footnoteRef:29] These sons, so Anu informed Kumarbi, are going to be a burden for Kumarbi’s kingship (I 30-35). Despite Kumarbi’s attempts to prevent Teššub’s birth, Anu encouraged him to be born out (II 23-27) and later appeared to foretell Teššub that he was destined to fight Kumarbi and sit on his throne (III 7-11?). Regrettably, the Hurro-Hittite tablet is too fragmentary, ending with a colophon that declares it as the first tablet of The Song of Emergence,[footnoteRef:30] with subsequent tablets yet to be discovered. Nonetheless, other Hurro-Hittite texts suggest an enduring conflict between Kumarbi and Teššub for kingship, culminating in Teššub’s eventual triumph over Kumarbi.[footnoteRef:31]  [24:  …This work was previously known as the Song of Kumarbi, Kingship in Heaven, the Theogony and Kingship among the Gods. In 2007 Corti identified the work's colophon and accordingly translated it as “song of the birth, descendant, or genesis” or “of the beginning” (p. 119). Consequently, scholars now refer to it variably as the Song of Emergence, of Birth, of Going Out, of Going Forth, interpreting it as relating to the unnatural departure of the storm god and his brothers from Kumarbi. For the text (including bibliography and German translation), see …. For a discussion with further bibliography, see also ….]  [25:  For a detailed discussion of the relationship between these three versions of the so-called Succession Myth (including the Orphic cosmogonies), see …. Some of the discussions additionally include comparisons with the Mesopotamian Enūma Eliš and the Theogony of Dunnu and the Ugaritic Baal Cycle, as they also address the theme of succession. However, their narratives are entirely different, and no direct dependency can be established.]  [26:  In Mesopotamian god lists, Alalu belongs to the genealogy of Anu: see, for example, …. This genealogy might also be reflected in Hittite treaties, where Alalu and Anu are listed together as divine witnesses (for references, see ….). Nevertheless, according to the Song of Emergence (and in contrast to Philo’s account), Anu serves as the cupbearer of Alalu without referring to any familial connection. For a recent discussion, see …; for reservation, see …, and the following note.  ]  [27:  Their familial relationship is revealed in the sentence dKumarbiš dalaluwaš ⌈NUMUN-ŠU⌉ dAnuwi menaḫḫanta zaḫḫain paiš cited in the Song of Emergence (KUB 33.120+ I 19-20), and translated as “Kumarbi, Alalu’s offspring, went into battle against Anu.” An alternative interpretation was suggested by ????, who translates it as if Kumarbi went into battle against Alalu’s offspring, Anu. ]  [28:  Tarḫun is a Hittite storm god who serves as the equivalent of the Hurrian Storm god Teššub in Hurro-Hittite works. Since Teššub occupies this role in the existing Hurrian fragments of the Kumarbi Cycle, we follow … who regards him as the protagonist, rather than Tarḫun.]  [29:  The motherhood of Kumarbi in relation to Teššub is reflected further in a Hurrian prayer dedicated to Teššub of Aleppo (KUB 47.78): “Your father Anu begot you… your mother Kumarbi brought you” (trans.: ????, and see there for further bibliography). A Luwian inscription also possibly designates Kumarbi (=Kumarma) as a mother. See …. However, other works define Kumarbi as the father of the gods.   ]  [30:  IV 28': DUB 1 KAM ŠÁ SÌR GÁxÈ.A ⌈NU.TIL⌉. For GÁxÈ.A as the Hittite parā=kan pawar and its Akkadian meaning uṣṣutu and ṣītu “emergence, departure," see …. ]  [31:  For the works related to the Kumarbi Cycle, see, e.g., …. Note that (in contrast to … etc.), The Song of the Sea, presenting Kumarbi as an enemy of the Sea, is not part of this Cycle; thus ….] 

A notable parallel emerges between the central figures in the Hurro-Hittite and the Phoenician versions of the so-called Succession Myths: Anu and Ouranos, both representing Heaven; Kumarbi, the Hurrian grain deity and father of the gods, corresponds to El and Dagan in the Ugaritic texts, who parallels Elos-Kronos and Dagon in Philo’s writings;[footnoteRef:32] Teššub, the son of Anu and Kumarbi, is akin to Demarous—both offspring of the gods of heaven and grain, sharing the role of the storm god.[footnoteRef:33] Regarding the first generation, Elioun and Alalu, we may suggest that the phonetic resemblance between their names and their function as primordial gods is not a coincidence.[footnoteRef:34]    [32:  For the identification between the Hurrian Kumarbi and his equivalents Dagan and El among the Hurrians and the Ugaritians, see …. ]  [33:  ….]  [34:  For Elyon see …. References to both gods are notably scarce in mythological contexts, resulting in a limited amount of available information about them. According to the Mesopotamian god lists (which are reflected in the Hittite treaties, see n… above), Alalu is counted among the primordial gods. Similarly, the biblical text describes Elion as a primordial god who allocated nations among various deities, including YHWH (Deut. 32). Additionally,ˀl wˁlyn (“El and Elyan”) in the Sefire treaty (KAI 222 I.A.11) occupy a similar position to that of the primeval gods in Hittite treaties. Cf. …. ] 

In Hesiod’s rendition of the succession myth, the account skips the first generation and commences with the reign of Ouranos, the sky god, followed by Kronos and subsequently Zeus, the storm god (Hes. T. 126ff). Philo himself has already identified Kronos with Elos, and Zeus with Demarous. Further, in congruence with the Hurro-Hittite work and Philo’s writings, Hesiod recounts how Kronos castrated Ouranos and inherited his dominion (Hes. T. 154–206), later unwillingly fathered Zeus, who ultimately usurped his father's authority (Hes. T. 453–506).
Many have noted the striking similarities among these sources, tracing them back to Hurrian origins.[footnoteRef:35] Due to the absence of ancient literary texts from Phoenicia, the precise time when this Hurrian tradition reached Phoenicia remains unclear. Nonetheless, the penetration of these narratives appears to be pre-Hellenistic, as indicated by the archaic names of key protagonists like Elos, Dagon and Demarous.[footnoteRef:36] Notably, a major divergence in the Phoenician tradition quoted by Philo lies in its focus—not on the storm god's victory over Kronos, but rather on the rivalry between the second- and third-generation deities. This rivalry involves Ouranos, identified with Anu, and Elos-Kronos, equated with Kumarbi, culminating in Elos-Kronos' triumph. [35:  For the various opinions regarding how these traditions arrive to the Greek world, see e.g., ….]  [36:  Interestingly, a Hittite fragment that mentions the god Eltara as the king of heaven, with the storm god later replacing him (…), led ??? to propose a possible early connection between the Succession Myths in Philo and the Hurro-Hittite texts. This suggestion is based on the assumption that Eltara is a Hurrian form of the West Semitic god El. As Polvani notes…] 

We surmise that the absence of the fourth-generation stories in Philo’s writings is attributed to the origins of the Philo’s narrative in Byblos, which according to the History of Kronos, as quoted by Philo, was the first city in Phoenicia, founded by Elos-Kronos (1.10.19, and cf. 10.14). The prominence of Elos-Kronos in Byblos is illustrated by numismatic evidence from the time of Antiochus IV (174-164 BCE) extending until the period of Augustus, depicting a god with six wings—four extended and two folded. This is consistent with Philo’s description of Elos-Kronos as an exceptional god with four wings on his shoulders, two in flight and two folded, and an additional two wings emerging from his head (FGrH 790 F2 = Euseb. PE 1.10.36).[footnoteRef:37] Given Elos-Kronos’ preeminence in Byblos, it is reasonable to surmise that the narrative elaborates on Elos’ battles and concludes with his victory, in contrast to the Hurro-Hittite and Greek parallels, which conclude with the triumph of the storm god, their chief god, over his adversary, namely the analogous god of Elos-Kronos. [37:  See already ….  ???? suggested reading the inscription כרנא[...] found on one of these coins as the very name of Kronos, thus confirming the conventional identification of the winged figure. Note that while Philo describes six-winged beings as exceptional, Isaiah's vision (Isa 6:2) depicts divine creatures with six wings serving YHWH. ] 

Nevertheless, despite the absence of fourth-generation narratives in Philo’s accounts, the close resonance with Hurro-Hittite and Hesiodic traditions elucidates why the tale of the battle against the Sea was attributed jointly to Ouranos and Demarus, rather than exclusively to the storm god Demarous. Both the Hurro-Hittite and Greek renditions of the succession myth emphasize the close bond between the sky god and the storm god. In the Hurro-Hittite version, Anu, the father of Teššub, encourages his birth from Kumarbi, then urges him to combat Kumarbi (see references above). In the Greek myth, Kronos swallowed his children by Rhea so that no offspring would rise to overthrow him, but upon Zeus’ birth, Ouranos and Gaia conspired to hide Zeus and deceive Kronos with a swaddled stone (Hes. T. 468–491).[footnoteRef:38] Following Zeus’ triumph over Kronos, the sons of Ouranos bestowed upon him his weapons: thunder and lightning (ibid. 501–506). Thus, the enduring connection between the sky god and the storm god, and their shared enmity toward the intervening generation—Kronos/Kumarbi—constitutes a recurring motif in the Succession Myth, present across all its variants.  [38:  The Hurro-Hittite Song of Emergence portrays a similar situation after the storm god’s birth (II 34-54). However, instead of Anu, the Mesopotamian god of wisdom, Ea, is mentioned in this fragmentary passage.  ] 

Consequently, we suggest that when the Succession Myth merged with the independent myth of the storm god’s combat against the sea, as illustrated in Philo’s writings, it was reasonable to depict this struggle as a collaboration between the sky god and the storm god against a common adversary—the Sea. This integration is not unique; the Hurrians also combined the Succession Myth with the storm god’s battles against sea monsters, as seen in the Song of Ḫedammu (CTH 348) and the Song of Ullikummi (CTH 345), where Kumarbi and the Sea ally against the storm god.[footnoteRef:39] Although the Hurro-Hittite approach to merging these motifs differs from Philo’s, indicating parallel phenomena rather than a direct connection, the underlying tendencies are similar: for the compilers, Kumarbi/Elos-Kronos and the Sea are connected, while the storm god, along with the Sky god, stands on the opposite side. [39:  The Hurrian fragments of these works are sparse; for the texts, see …. For a discussion, see further …. For the Hittite versions (including text, German translation, and a bibliography), see …. ] 

Given that, this is our answer to the first question: the centrality of Ouranos in Philo’s account of the combat against the Sea originates from the assumption that Philo quotes a Byblian tradition, primarily focused on the triumph of Elos-Kronos—the city god of Byblos—over Ouranos. This tradition forms part of the succession myth, also evident in Hurro-Hittite and Hesiodic literature, which reached Phoenicia at a pre-Hellenistic stage and featured numerous motifs, including the close association between the sky god and the storm god. Since, in the succession myth, the sky god and the storm god were connected by a strong bond, they were also united in the conflict against the Sea.

4. The Battle of Demarous against the Sea (=Pontos)
[bookmark: _Hlk169014236]Now we turn to the second question: why does Philo recount Demarous’ defeat by the Sea? Is it possible that he preserves an original tradition from Byblos where the storm god suffered defeat, in contrast to the standard tradition where the storm god typically emerges victorious?
In principle, there are two possibilities. First, it is plausible that the preserved text only documents a fragment of the storm god’s combat against the Sea. Given that the Byblian version predominantly focuses on Elos-Kronos’ conflicts with Ouranos rather than the storm god’s struggle against the Sea, Philo’s writings might only cover the initial phase where the storm god was initially overcome by the Sea. This aligns with most versions of such tales, including those from Ugarit and Hatti, where the Storm god faced defeat in initial encounters, succeeding only in subsequent attempts.[footnoteRef:40] This abbreviation of the story may not derive from Philo’s sources, but rather from Philo himself or later transmitters like Eusebius. Nevertheless, the outcome remains unchanged: only the initial segment depicting the storm god’s battle with the Sea has survived, providing no further details on its subsequent development or resolution. [40:  In both the Hurro-Hittite Song of Ullikummi and the Ugaritic Baal Cycle, the storm god’s initial failure is linked to the intervention of the Wisdom god, who provides crucial advice for the subsequent attempt. This narrative pattern appears to be influenced by the Anzu Myth (see …). A similar motif is suggested in the Babylonian Enūma Eliš, where Marduk’s initial panic during his battle against the sea (Tiāmtu) is noted (IV 65-70); according to …), this scene may also be influenced by the Anzu Myth. The Egyptian Astarte Papyrus is too broken in the phase of Seth’s war against the Sea.] 

A second possibility is that this Byblian tradition represents a distinctive variant of the storm god’s combat against the Sea, asserting that the Sea indeed prevailed over the storm god—a narrative contrast to all other versions where the storm god emerges triumphant. While this possibility may appear exceptional, it finds support in Philo’s characterization of Pontos (the Sea) as the esteemed father of Sidon and Poseidon (1.10.27). According to Philo, Sidon, Pontos' daughter, is revered as the founding matron of her eponymous city, whereas Poseidon, Pontos’ son, received the city of Beirut from Elos-Kronos. Additionally, Philo mentions that relics of Pontos were venerated in Beirut (1.10.35), indicating a cultic site of Pontos in that city. 
The strong connection between the Sea and Beirut is well illustrated by numismatic evidence from the early centuries CE where Poseidon was the most frequently depicted deity on coins issued in Beirut. A prominent example is a coin issued under Macrinus, which portrays a temple where a nude character holds both a dolphin and a trident, suggesting the presence of a temple dedicated to Poseidon,[footnoteRef:41] possibly the one implied by Philo above. The links between Beirut and Poseidon are further emphasized by coins featuring Poseidon grasping a nymph, likely Beroe, identified with the city of Beirut.[footnoteRef:42] The union of this couple is narrated in a Phoenician-oriented work from the 5th century CE, Nonnus’ Dionysiaca (books 42-43).[footnoteRef:43] This perception aligns with the appellation of a group of merchants from Beirut, known as the Poseidoniastai (κοινὸν Βηρυτίων Ποσειδωνιαστῶν), who lived in Delos.[footnoteRef:44]  [41:  … ]  [42:  This numismatic evidence primarily dates to the third century CE, during the reigns of Macrinus, Diadumenian, Elagabalus, and Gordian III.   See .... Ss in the case of the Kronos’ coins, the identification leans on a literary work, the Dionysiaca, see below.]  [43:  For the full identification between Beroe and Beirut in the Dionysiaca, cf. …: … For the local traditions embodied within the Dionysiaca in general, see, e.g.,???.]  [44:  For the inscriptions of the group found in their building in Delos, see, ID 1520, 1772– 1796, 2323–2327, 2611, and 2629. See also ….] 

It is notable also that while versions from Ugarit and Israel conclude the storm god’s conflict against the Sea with the construction of the storm god’s temple/palace on Mount Zaphon (replaced by the city of Babylon in Enūma eliš),[footnoteRef:45] Philo presents a different etiological account concerning the construction of a temple on Mount Casius, the Greek designation for Mount Zaphon. According to Philo, this temple was erected during the reign of Elos-Kronos by descendants of the Dioscuri, whose shipwreck near Mount Zaphon led to its foundation (FGrH 790 F2 = PE 1.10.20). This etiology resonates with numerous temples dedicated to Zeus Casius during the Greco-Roman period, honoring deified sailors or the storm god who rescued them, established along the shores from Egypt to Athens, Epidaurus, Delos, Corfu, Sicily, and Spain.[footnoteRef:46]  [45:  …. For the temple's construction as the final stage of the Strom-god vs. Sea myth, see, e.g., ….  ]  [46:  ] 

Given these differences from the familiar narrative, one may infer that while the Sea was often portrayed as a malevolent force throughout the second and first millennia BCE, sea deities were perceived more favorably during the Greco-Roman period in the Near East. For instance, alongside the prominent Poseidon of Beirut, there is evidence of various sea deity worship in the Levant and inland Syria, such as Poseidon of Ascalon (ID 1720), Poseidon Narnakios (LBW 2779 from Larnaka tis Lapithou)—identified with the Phoenician Melqart bnrnk—and Poseidon in Palmyra equated with the Aramaic אלקונרע (equivalent of the Phoenician/Hebrew אל קונה ארץ), in a bilingual inscription (IGLS XVII, 318).[footnoteRef:47] [47:  For the identification question of the “Phoenician Poseidon” see, e.g., …. For the text mentioning Poseidon of Ascalon, see …. See also …. For Poseidon Narnakios, see the Phoenician inscription LLIII in …. For Poseidon in Palmyra see …. Additionally, at Apamea, coins were issued with the image of Poseidon during the second century CE. According to Strabo, XII 7, 18, the Apamean worshipped Poseidon because of the earthquake that shook their country. Cf. …. ] 

Correspondingly, the storm god himself—especially Baal Zaphon—gradually assimilated certain attributes of the Sea, such as responsibility for tides and shipwrecks. This evolution is evident already in the curses ending the treaty between Esarhaddon and Baal, King of Tyre, from the seventh century BCE, where Baal Zaphon, Baal-Shamem and Baal Malag were invoked for shipwrecks, high waves and tide.[footnoteRef:48] Hence, the possibility that Philo's reference represents a Phoenician reinterpretation of the storm god's combat against the Sea, wherein the benevolent Sea defeats the storm god, the ally of Ouranos and adversary of Elos-Kronos, the local god of Byblos, is a plausible development in the Hellenistic period, even though it represents an exception within the Near Eastern extant versions. [48:  …] 


Conclusions
In summary, the brief tradition in Philo’s writing of the conflict between the storm god (Demarous) and the sky god (Ouranos) against the Sea (Pontos) raises two difficulties when compared to earlier ancient Near Eastern sources. We suggest that the partnership between Demarous and Ouranos in this version is tied to its integration into the Succession Myth, as seen in Hurro-Hittite and Hesiodic traditions, which emphasize the close bond between the storm god and the sky god. Regarding the conclusion of Philo’s version, which ends with the victory of the Sea, we propose two possibilities. Firstly, it may be a partial description of the initial stages of the battle when the Sea held the upper hand. Secondly, it could represent a unique tradition where the Sea triumphs over the storm god, possibly reflecting a favorable attitude towards the sea deity in Phoenician cities during that period. In any case, the fact that this tradition does not occupy a central role in Philo’s narrative and only appears partially, or assigns less importance to the storm god, suggests its decline during Philo’s time in the first centuries CE. This reflects a shift in attitudes towards both the storm god and sea deities compared to the second millennium and the early first millennium BCE. This decline, which almost led to the oblivion of the tale, was only halted in modern times with the rediscovery of ancient Near Eastern texts recounting the combat between the storm god and the Sea.
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