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Tiivistelmä: 

The present study seeks to answer the following all-encompassing question: who were the Rephaim? This 
inquiry is founded upon the hypothesis that said group was noted in ancient texts for its status as powerful 
warriors. Beyond demonstrating this martial disposition another major objective is that of proving their general 
character as temporal actors rather than supernatural and mythical figures, the latter being the view asserted 
by much of modern scholarship.  

The primary sources employed are particularly the relevant biblical and Ugaritic texts that mention the 
Rephaim, yet the brief Phoenician writings attesting to said group are considered as well. Additionally, various 
other ancient texts, especially those of Egyptian provenance, provide important circumstantial information 
about the periods, regions, and events relevant to the Rephaim. Naturally related academic literature is 
consulted throughout such qualitative research. As is typical for such a highly interdisciplinary field as Ancient 
Near East studies, the present study also avails itself of archaeological data when possible. Linguistic factors 
too figure prominently as there often remain ambiguities as to the most correct interpretation of the dead 
languages in which the relevant primary sources were written. 

Besides the primary sources utilized, especially since the rediscovery of the ancient city of Ugarit in 1928, a 
rich scholarly tradition has grown around the study of the Rephaim, or Rapiuma, as they appear in the Ugaritic 
context. It is to this discussion that the present study contributes, and by so doing, provides fresh perspectives 
on the matter at hand. What differentiates the present study from most other contemporary investigations into 
the Rephaim is its favorable estimation of the biblical record as an important and relevant historical source. 
Indeed, it is the wholly temporal biblical portrayal of the Rephaim that helps highlight such equally non-
supernatural characteristics in the more fragmentary and indefinite Ugaritic texts as well. 

In conclusion, the present study may proclaim that it adequately reaches all the goals it has set for itself. What 
follows then is a summary of the research results. Ancient texts indicate that the Rephaim were active in the 
Levant, especially its more southern regions, from at least the 19th century B.C. onwards. They appear to have 
been strongly linked with the Amorite expansion in the Middle Bronze Age Near East. In the 15th century B.C. 
the group is claimed to have been destroyed from much of their traditional Levantine territories. The Rephaim 
seem to have disappeared as an extant people sometime prior to the end of the Late Bronze Age. Yet they 
lived on in 1st millennium B.C. biblical and Phoenician texts as literary archetypes of once powerful ancient 
figures.  

The present study plausibly corroborates the hypothesized status of the Rephaim as a temporal people of 
evidently historical significance rather than mere supernatural and mythical entities. Confirmed is also their 
warlike and often even kingly status, which evinces an elevated standing in their respective societies. 
Moreover, clarification of the typically misconstrued nature of the Rephaim results in an improved 
understanding of the ancient Levant in general, particularly as pertains to its Amorite heritage in the Bronze 
Age. 
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1. Introduction  

 

1.1. The Research Question 

 

The present study seeks to answer the following question: who were the Rephaim? These were 

a people of the Bronze Age Levant, whose more precise nature has eluded and puzzled inquirers 

for millennia. For the longest time the Rephaim were known to later generations from the Bible 

alone, but since the early 20th century in particular other ancient sources have emerged that 

attest to them as well. Most notable of these are the Late Bronze Age texts from Ugarit, wherein 

the Rephaim go by the name Rapiuma. Despite their significance, these recent finds have hardly 

brought further consensus in scholarly quarters as to the more definite nature and function of 

the Rephaim. Indeed, quite conversely their appearances in the Ugaritic texts, and to a lesser 

degree in later Phoenician writings, have but sprouted a whole new array of questions and 

interpretations. This is particularly true vis-à-vis the traditional biblical narrative concerning 

the Rephaim. Consequently, several vying hypotheses have emerged in modern academic 

discourse. 

It is to this rich scholarly dialogue that the present study contributes, and by so doing, 

provides fresh and illuminating perspectives on the matter at hand. While what follows is 

founded on the simple, perhaps deceptively so, question of who the Rephaim were, this in itself 

naturally gives rise to myriad follow-up queries. These concern, for example, the Rephaim’s 

apparent Amorite background, or the significance of the greatly differing ways in which the 

Israelites and the other peoples of the Levant viewed them. Yet the brevity of the present study 

necessitates its main thrust to be that of simply compiling, investigating, and comparing all 

known attestations of the Rephaim in an attempt to better understand their nature. As a result, 

such clarification of this misconstrued group lends itself to a better understanding of the ancient 

Levant as a whole.  

 

1.2. The Hypothesis, Sources, and Methodology 

 

Although the above posited question sets a seemingly naive tone for the investigation to follow, 

it would be misleading to suggest that no presuppositions would be present from the outset. 

Namely, only a cursory glance at ancient sources featuring the Rephaim is enough to impress 

upon the reader that they were a group strongly associated with warfare. Of all the enemies of 
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the Israelites, it is the Rephaim that receive perhaps the most elevated portrayals in the biblical 

tradition. For example, a particular subgroup of the Rephaim, the Anakim, are called “a people 

great and exalted” (Deuteronomy 9:2), whence the title of the present study. From context it is 

plain enough that it was their martial aspect that most impressed and frightened the  Israelites. 

Similarly, although the Rephaim or Rapiuma cut a more ambiguous figure in the Ugaritic texts, 

here too certain warlike associations stand out, such as their riding of chariots or their leading 

figure’s association with a war goddess.  

Naturally the present study is then pervaded throughout with the hypothesis that the 

Rephaim were particularly notable for their martial characteristics, perhaps in effect 

constituting some type of military elite. Since this shared theme between the biblical and 

Ugaritic traditions is so obvious, it ought to override the more speculative premises often 

attached to said group. Namely this is the assumption of much modern scholarship that the 

Rephaim were a principally mythical and supernatural collective.1 However, it will be argued 

that such conjecture necessitates too much forced speculation vis-à-vis the ultimately rather 

straightforward characterization of the Rephaim in ancient texts. It will be asserted that the 

emphasis on a supposedly mythical and esoteric nature is a result of modern scholarship’s 

lopsided focus on the relevant Ugaritic sources to the near exclusion of the biblical record.  

Indeed, the present study differs from most contemporary investigations into the 

Rephaim in its favorable estimation of the biblical record as an important source in tracing not 

only said group’s history, but that of the ancient Near East more generally. While the modern 

era has generated various alternative models for interpreting the biblical texts, the present study 

remains strictly historical in its comparative approach. For example, famous experiments in 

philology such as the documentary hypothesis and its derivatives are dismissed as they do not 

meet the requirements of the historical method.2 If reasonable synchronism can be established 

between a biblical account and that of another provenance, both records are deemed historically 

plausible without need for further theoretical convolution and speculation.  

For example, the Bible records the Israelite tribe of Gad as settling the city of Ataroth 

circa 1407 B.C., and then the Moabites of circa 850 B.C. likewise write of Gad having dwelt in 

this very city since “ancient times.” Therefore, we find adequate synchronism as ancient history 

goes. Indeed, the last remark touches on the impossibility of finding correspondences to every 

 
     1 Pitard (1999b, 263–67) provides a sufficient survey of such views proposing a supernatural identity.  
     2 The present study’s limited scope does not accommodate for an in-depth review and rebuttal of the 
documentary hypothesis and its various derivatives. However, many such detailed studies have been produced. 
For example, Davis (2007) has convincingly critiqued the documentary hypothesis’ late dating of the Pentateuch 
(Ibid., 29–173), these early biblical texts being particularly foundational for the present study. 
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event that occurred in a distant past from which so little writing has survived. Thus, the 

reconstruction of the past can never ultimately be a question of certainty, but only greatly 

varying degrees thereof. The topic of Ataroth’s settlement history will be revisited, as will the 

chronology employed above be elucidated in due course. 

Although the present study focuses on examining the Rephaim, since they appear so 

prominently in the biblical record, extensive care will be taken to validate the latter tradition 

more holistically as well. Even when not directly relating to the Rephaim, the confirmation of 

the Bible’s historicity is a worthwhile endeavor since it helps provide a stable foundation for 

the historical credibility of the scrutinized group as well. As will be illustrated, without such 

firmer footing, the scholar may be left fumbling in the dark in his quest to understand the 

Rephaim, a misfortune that seems to impede much of modern scholarship on the matter. 

The primary sources employed by the present study are first and foremost the biblical 

record and the relevant Ugaritic texts. In the former the Rephaim can be divided into two 

varieties of attestation: first as a people contemporaneous to the Israelites in Genesis, Numbers, 

Deuteronomy, and Joshua, second as a literary archetype of fallen humanity in Job, Psalms, 

Isaiah, and Proverbs. It will also be observed that the Rephaim and the conjectured derivative 

“rapha” do not in fact appear in 2 Samuel 21 and 1 Chronicles 20, as supposed by one ancient 

interpretation. In the Ugaritic tradition the Rephaim or Rapiuma figure certainly in some 

capacity in the following texts: the so-called “Rpum Texts” (KTU 1.20–22), Aqhat (KTU 1.17–

19), Keret (KTU 1.14–16), The Baal Cycle (KTU 1.6), a funerary ritual text (KTU 1.161), KTU 

1.82, and a text that, like the Bible, alludes to the Rephaim as dwelling in the cities of Ashtaroth 

and Edrei (KTU 1.108). 

Although the biblical record may represent the most accessible corpus of Rephaim 

attestations, the relevant Ugaritic texts too remain crucial to any inquiry into the topic. Both 

bodies of literature and the societies that produced them fell along the continuum of the 

Levant’s Late Bronze Age world, therefore sharing considerable affinity with one another. Still, 

some differences remain in both the temporal and geographical origins between the two literary 

traditions pertaining to the Rephaim. According to the Bible’s own internal chronology, the 

texts relevant to the “Rephaim question” apparently have their provenance in the late 15th 

century B.C. Canaan and Transjordan. On the other hand, the pertinent Ugaritic texts hail from 

Ugarit on the northern Syrian coast and may date to the 14th century B.C. 3  

 
     3 Views on the dating of specific Ugaritic literary works vary, even if the city’s whole body of literature can be 
placed within the timeframe of roughly 1400–1180 B.C. Most of Ugarit’s major surviving writings were probably 
produced by the scribe Ilimalku, who was active during the rule of a king Niqmaddu of Ugarit (Pitard 1999a, 54–
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Moreover, the marked difference in worldview between the Israelites and the people of 

Ugarit is readily apparent in the largely contrasting attitudes taking towards the Rephaim. 

Whereas the Israelites seem to have viewed them as dangerous and essentially alien, for the 

latter the Rephaim represented glorified, perhaps ancestral, warriors of either contemporary 

times or at least a not-too-distant past. Yet across both traditions the Rephaim cut a 

characteristically awe-inspiring and warlike figure. Conspicuous is also in both accounts the 

consistent geographical association of the Rephaim with the Levant. The Ugaritic tradition 

places said group’s presence in Lebanon, Galilee, Bashan, and, as the present study will go on 

to propose, possibly in Philistia as well. On the other hand, in the biblical record the Rephaim 

are associated with Philistia, the Judaean Mountains, the Transjordan, and Bashan. 

Besides the biblical and Ugaritic texts, the Rephaim appear in the Phoenician 

inscriptions of the Tabnit I and Eshmunazar II sarcophagi (KAI 13 and 14), both roughly dating 

to the early fifth century B.C.4 There is also the first century A.D. Latin-Punic inscription (KAI 

117) from El-Amruni that features the Rephaim. Further, Rölling has argued that from the same 

period comes a Phoenician inscription (Byblos 13) that refers to the Rephaite king Og of biblical 

and Ugaritic fame. Despite their brevity and late date, these Phoenician texts too will be 

appraised. Save for the attestation of the Anakim in a 19th century B.C. Egyptian text – the 

Anakim being a Rephaite subgroup as per biblical tradition, though not so specified by the 

Egyptians – the Rephaim do not certainly figure elsewhere in ancient texts. Even so, various 

other contemporary records provide important circumstantial information about the periods, 

 
55). However, which Niqmaddu is in question, an earlier or later one, remains uncertain. According to Singer 
(1999, 691), Niqmaddu II should be dated to circa 1350–1315. Conversely, Freu (2006, 259–60) has posited that 
this king known as Niqmaddu II to Singer and others should in fact be identified as one Niqmaddu III, whereas 
Niqmaddu II would have reigned already circa 1400–1380. Accordingly, Freu placed the later Niqmaddu, the 
fourth, according to him, circa 1220–1210, while Singer identified this king as the third of his name. The following 
monarchs may potentially then have been contemporaneous with Ilimalku: Niqmaddu II circa 1400–1380, 
Niqmaddu II/III circa 1350/1340–1315, and Niqmaddu III/IV circa 1225/20–1215/10. For more discussion on the 
possibility of Freu’s “additional” Niqmaddu, see Wyatt (2015, 403–4). Tentatively the present study prefers an 
earlier king if for no other reason than the considerable presence of the Rephaim in Ilimalku’s works. It will be 
argued that, as in the biblical record, the Ugaritic texts too may indicate that the Rephaim did not fade away until 
sometime after the early 14th century B.C. Ilimalku’s lifetime closer to such a period could mean that not only was 
the remembrance of the group still vivid in his writings, but that it may have in fact still existed at this time. The 
association of Ilimalku with Niqmaddu II (Freu’s III) has been the traditional view on the matter, although more 
recent discoveries have also prompted some to date him to the time of the later Niqmaddu III (or IV) (Pitard 1999a, 
54–55; Wyatt 1999a, 553). In short, the matter remains as yet unresolved. For more discussion on the dating of 
Ilimalku, see Bordreuil and Malbran-Labat (1995, 447–48). In his study of the Rephaim, Yogev (2021, 175) is one 
of more recent researchers to support a 14th century dating for Ilimalku. Beyond preferring a general 14th century 
dating the present study will not scrutinize further the possibility of a Niqmaddu reigning already at the very 
beginning of said century, as Freu has suggested above. However, such a possibility is intriguing as it would 
provide a neat chronological match between the Pentateuch and the Ugaritic record as pertains to their mentions 
of the Rephaim. 
      4 Vella (2019, 32) and Doumet-Serhal (2019, 178). 
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regions, and events relevant to said group. In particular, various Egyptian records, including the 

Amarna letters, are indispensable in this regard. Other auxiliary texts such as the Moabitic 

Mesha Stele also contribute to the discussion in no small part.  

As is customary in such a highly interdisciplinary field as Ancient Near East studies, 

archaeological information often helps to reconstruct the past in places where the texts are silent 

or altogether missing.5 So too the present study will avail itself of such important contemporary 

material data when possible. Linguistic factors too will figure prominently as there will always 

remain ambiguities in the most correct interpretation of the dead languages in which the relevant 

texts were written. The need for such scrutiny is twofold due to the consonant nature of most 

of the writings analyzed here. The present study strives towards vigilance not only in its 

assessment of the semantic aspects inherent to each language, but also in detecting the possible 

presence of scribal errors. Several such instances will be expounded upon, coupled with 

attempts at orthographical, grammatical, and interpretational revisions thereof, which may yet 

provide greater new insight into the topic at hand. In doing so will be amended erroneous past 

readings that previously have thrown off course our better understanding of fundamental 

aspects of the Rephaim.  

Beyond the primary sources utilized, especially since the rediscovery of the city of 

Ugarit in 1928,6 a rich scholarly tradition has grown around the study of the Rephaim, one 

which the present study will engage with. Further, since the primary sources concerning the 

Rephaim are ultimately reasonably scant, other ancient Near Eastern sources must also be 

consulted, naturally along with the related academic literature. Such triangulation of 

miscellaneous data will help to produce a more holistic understanding of the broader 

geopolitical world surrounding the examined group. This in turn should abet in corroborating 

the hypothesis that the Rephaim were a historical Bronze Age group of notably martial 

disposition. 

 

 
     5 For example, van de Mieroop (2013, 84) has written: “Archaeological finds in a single site can force a 
rewriting of history,” citing the famous example of Ebla in western Syria. The discovery of this city in the 1970s 
unearthed an ancient state archive and library from the mid-third millennium B.C., totally revising prior 
understanding of the contemporary geopolitical situation in the Near East. Importantly, it was now revealed that a 
region previously thought to be illiterate at the time showed intimate intellectual contacts and even shared textual 
traditions with far-flung Lower Mesopotamia. In the same vein, even if in a more modest capacity, the present 
study will briefly suggest that a reconstruction and reappraisal of a biblical text along with available archaeological 
data may indicate that Heshbon, the ancient seat of the presumably Rephaite king Sihon, was not its current 
namesake Tell Hisban, but the nearby Tell Jalul.  
     6 For brief overviews of the discovery of the site of Ugarit and the early excavations thereof, see Curtis (1999, 
6–11) and Buck (2018, 1–5). 
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1.3. The Supernaturalization of the Rephaim in Second Temple Period Theology  

 

At this juncture it is prudent to provide a brief overview of past and present interpretations of 

the Rephaim’s nature. Before delving into modern scholarly views as mainly informed by the 

Ugaritic texts, first follows a treatment of the Rephaim as they appear in age-old theological 

traditions. It stands to reason that a source like the Bible with its typically religious tenor is 

liable to inspire supernatural readings even regarding topics that appear wholly secular in their 

original context, as in the case of the Rephaim. Accordingly, a marked distinction ought to be 

made between the original biblical presentation of said group and the later non-biblical readings 

thereof. The highlighting of past misinterpretations and the resulting supernaturalization of the 

Rephaim is important as these ancient developments have doubtless influenced even recent 

academic views of the group. 

Indeed, ironically enough it may be that as modern scholars have largely ignored the 

biblical Rephaim, undoubtedly much due to erroneous theological associations with the 

supernatural, their own understanding of said group has needlessly dipped into the realm of the 

mythical. After all, as will be shown, in their original biblical context the Rephaim appear as a 

wholly historical group. Without this historical grounding, however, interpretations of their 

nature become increasingly speculative if only relying on the generally disjointed Ugaritic texts 

as one’s primary source. Thus, as the actually secular portrayal of the biblical Rephaim is 

rejected as ahistorical, the same scholar may himself yet “supernaturalize” the group as it 

manifests in the Ugaritic tradition. Moreover, in doing so he may have been all the while also 

subconsciously influenced by the mythical attributions of past biblical theological traditions.  

As previously stated, for millennia the memory of the bygone Rephaim lingered only in 

a number of biblical passages. Not altogether dissimilarly to today’s climate of competing 

scholarly interpretations of said entity, differing views as to the ultimate nature of the Rephaim 

were already proliferating in antiquity. These views were naturally religious in character. 

Therefore, although it is not the intention of the present study to needlessly entangle itself in 

theological inquiry, a degree of exegesis is required for understanding the origins of some of 

the erroneous interpretations. In brief, from roughly 300 B.C. onwards pseudepigraphic 

writings in certain Jewish quarters began to depart from established Bible theology towards 

increasingly extra-biblical elaboration. One such manifestation was the attribution of 

supernatural characteristics to biblical figures even if these features were not demonstrably 

present in the Bible itself.  
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It was in this context that we witness the conceptualization of “biblical giants” in 

extrabiblical writings. This phenomenon is particularly prominently displayed in the “Book of 

Watchers” segment of 1 Enoch, but also in works like the Book of Jubilees and the Book of 

Giants, all of which date to circa 300–100 B.C.7 Among other types of giants featured in these 

texts, the Rephaim too occasionally make an appearance, for example in Jubilees 29:12–13, 

wherein their height is purported to reach to as tall as ten cubits, or 4.5 meters. We then find 

the most curious phenomenon of the Rephaim, originally in the biblical tradition but a fearsome 

contingent of Amorites, now come to be viewed as nothing less than half-divine giants.  

These pseudepigraphic stories all share the extrabiblical narrative of giants being 

spawned by human females and angels called “Watchers,” as probably first introduced in 1 

Enoch 6–16.8 This elaboration was apparently inspired by the Bible’s Genesis 6:1–4, although 

originally there is nothing in this passage itself to prompt a supernatural reading. Rather we 

seem to find here talk of primordial mortal men once faithful to Yahweh, “sons of God,” 

committing apostasy by intermarrying with ungodly, earthbound women, “daughters of man.”9 

The resulting offspring then were the powerful yet human tyrants of the early antediluvian 

world, hannĕp̄ilîm and haggibbōrîm, “the fallen ones” and “the mighty ones,” respectively.  

It may be impossible to ascertain why the extrabiblical association of the Rephaim with 

supernatural giants first originated, and indeed, most likely this misattribution is the sum of 

many parts. However, some guesses may be offered here. For example, the novelty of the 

Rephaite king Og’s massive couch or bed may have invoked impressions of his too being of 

superhuman size, not to mention the unjustified relation between the notoriously colossal 

 
     7 The dating of these books is uncertain, with opinions on the matter varying between different scholars. 
However, examples of such estimates may be posited here. Generally, the oldest of such texts featuring 
supernatural giants must have been the “Book of Watchers” section of Enoch 1, dated by most scholars to the 
period between 300 and 200 B.C. (Kvanvig 2011, 360). As for the Book of Giants, Stuckenbruck (1997, 28–31) 
has dated its earliest attested Qumran texts to between the late third century B.C. and 164 B.C., concluding that 
this work must have drawn upon the “Book of Watchers” as its main source (Ibid., 31–40). Finally, VanderKam 
(2001, 142) has dated the Book of Jubilees to the 160s to 150s B.C., this text containing yet another manifestation 
of the giants tradition. 
     8 This extrabiblical reading of Gen. 6:4 remained influential in early Christian traditions until the third century 
A.D. when it along with early Enochic pseudepigrapha as a whole began to be dispensed with. A similar 
phenomenon had taken place in Rabbinic Jewish circles already earlier, although here Enochic literature never 
commanded as much authority in the first place (Reed 2005, 218).  
     9 In agreement with the present study’s interpretation of the relevant verses, Augustine of Hippo, for example, 
expressed corresponding views in the fifth century A.D. He stated in City of God: “These sons of God, however, 
were not angels of God in the sense that they were not also human beings, as some people think, but they were 
assuredly human beings” (City of God XV.xxiii.9). He further identified these “angels of God” as the godly “sons 
of Seth” while their worldly mates were “daughters of Cain” (Ibid. XV.xxiii.6). As for the so-called giants, 
Augustine went on to assert their existence already prior to the events of Gen. 6:1–4. However, considering that 
he provided here the curious anecdote of a very tall woman being recently witnessed in Rome (Ibid. XV.xiii.5–6), 
not to mention his above interpretation of Gen. 6:1–4, he did not associate “giants” with anything supernatural 
whatsoever.    



 
 

8 
 

Goliath and the Rephaim of old.10 There is also Deuteronomy 9:2 wherein the Rephaite Anakim 

are called rām, assuredly meant to denote a state of non-physical loftiness, yet perhaps 

interpreted by pseudepigraphic writers as indicating great physical height instead.  

It is also possible that outside influences in the increasingly multicultural Hellenistic 

period may have played no small part in shaping extra-biblical Jewish conceptions. Indeed, a 

roughly parallel development of physical augmentation appears to have been reflected in the 

Gigantes of Greek traditions, gigantes being one of the very terms employed to translate 

“rephaim” in the Septuagint. Although later also come to be associated with great physical size, 

in the earliest Greek writings the Gigantes, or “giants,” were a people famed for their martial 

prowess and aggression, yet otherwise depicted as man-sized foes.11 However, resembling the 

gradual supernaturalization of the Rephaim, by the time the translators of the Septuagint set to 

work in the third century B.C., the Gigantes too were taking on increasingly supernatural traits 

in various representations.  

Ultimately it remains uncertain as to what precise connotations these translators had in 

mind in utilizing the Greek word. To be sure, at least the imperious bellicosity inherent in the 

earliest portrayals of the Gigantes, be this of human or non-human quality, would fit well 

enough with the profile of the biblical Rephaim. In favor of a more explicitly supernatural 

association is the fact that the aforementioned nĕp̄ilîm and gibbōrîm of Gen. 6:4 too are flatly 

translated with the non-literal rendering of gigantes. This indicates a connection with the above 

discussed tradition of half-divine giants as most overtly displayed in Enochic literature. It is 

unlikely a coincidence that the third to second century B.C. Septuagint translators chose this 

Greek rendering during a time when both the Gigantes and Rephaim were becoming 

increasingly supernatural in their respective, later date traditions.12 

 
     10 However, as will later be elaborated, in most relevant texts Goliath’s stature was not said to have been 
supernaturally tall, but that of a fully human 202.5 centimeters or so. 
     11 In their earliest attestations in Homer’s Odyssey 7.199–207; 10.119–120 the Gigantes cut an ambiguous 
figure yet do seem more supernatural than human. That said, since Homer’s ostensibly human characters too 
possessed varying degrees of divine ancestry, such distinction seems somewhat redundant. In Homer and other 
early accounts of the Gigantes they are associated with insolence (Homer, Odyssey 7.59), strength (Hesiod, 
Theogony 50), and excessive violence (Pindar, Pythian 8:15–19). Yet there is no clear indication at this date of 
their possessing supernatural physical characteristics such as enormous statures or other non-human traits. It seems 
that after the Classical period the eventual association with great size simply arose organically over time as 
mythological traditions continued to expand. For example, later conflations with other “anti-Olympian” beings 
such as the assuredly huge Typhon may have also played a part in these developments (Fontenrose 1980, 80).  
     12 The simple fact of translating “rephaim” with a Greek word in the first place is suspect. It may bespeak the 
historical Rephaim having already become too distant and arcane in the collective consciousness of Hellenistic 
Jews. This could explain the resorting to figures of Greek traditions just to illustrate the nature of biblical figures 
of their own ancestral literature. Further, when “rephaim” does appear in the Semitic-inspired form of raphaïn in 
the LXX – for example in Deut. 2:11 – this word with its nunation in the plural represents the Aramaic variant of 
the original Hebrew. Such instances of foreign influence may then further bolster the idea of the Rephaim’s 
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Of course, a tantalizing question, one which the present study will not pursue further, 

concerns the possibility of the Greek tradition influencing the very conceptualization of the 

extrabiblical giants. It must be noted that the Greek mythos concerning giants was evidently 

older than that of the extrabiblical variety. Therefore, instead of the Greek Gigantes merely 

representing a conveniently approximate equivalent to the giants of the emerging Jewish 

tradition, it is plausible that the latter was in fact largely a product of the former. For example, 

dwelling in Alexandria, the very center of the Hellenistic world, the translators of the Septuagint 

would doubtless have been exposed to myriad such non-Jewish influences.  

Leaving behind the Greek connection, a key culprit in the erroneous association with 

supernatural giants must have been Numbers 13:33 in particular. Here is featured colorful 

language describing the Israelites appearing as mere grasshoppers in the eyes of the 

overpowering Anakim, a simile that may have been taken too literally by some of the ancients. 

Perhaps even more important is the appearance in this verse of the word nĕp̄îlîm. This 

vocalization appears only in Gen. 6:4 and Num. 13:33 yet no real biblical connection can be 

found between the two attestations. Since this Masoretic vocalization seems to defy any clear 

grammatic classification other than representing a plural form of the root npl,13 “to fall,” the 

Masoretes seem to have viewed the word as a proper name. As already touched upon, in Gen. 

6:4 the state of fallenness would have resulted from being the offspring of an unholy union 

between once godly men and pagan women.  

On the other hand, unlike the primordial apostates of Gen. 6:4, it is less clear why the 

Anakim of southern Canaan too would be dubbed “fallen” in Num. 13:33. There is little to 

suggest that they would have been any more debased, “fallen,” than the other Canaanites 

encountered, unless of course their awed description in Deut. 9:2, for example, should be 

viewed as representing particular Israelite fear and condemnation. A key to interpreting the 

anomalous nĕp̄îlîm of Num. 13:33 may be the preposition min that precedes the word. This 

probably functions as a partitive,14 therefore indicating that the Anakim belonged to a broader 

category of “fallen” individuals, that is, that they were “(some) of the fallen (ones).” The present 

study suggests that ultimately here may be manifest an intriguing instance of Egyptian influence 

 
increasing obscurity in later times, which in turn would have provided fertile ground for various imaginative 
elaborations, as witnessed.  
     13 HALOT, v.s. לפנ  
     14 HALOT, v.s. ןִמ  
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on the early writings of the Israelites, seeing that the Egyptians were wont to call their enemies 

ḫrw, meaning “the fallen one,”15 or simply “fallen.”16 

Noteworthy in this context is Benjamin Noonan’s observation that the exodus and 

wilderness portions of the Bible contain a heightened presence of Egyptian loanwords, 

exhibiting direct Egyptian linguistic influence.17 Further, that nĕp̄îlîm, a possible hebraization 

of an Egyptian epithet, be attributed to the Anakim alone of all the Canaanites may not be 

coincidental. Indeed, this group also appears in 19th century B.C. Egyptian records as one of 

Egypt’s “Asiatic” enemies. During their sojourn in Egypt, the Israelites may have become 

familiar with both the local tradition of calling foes “fallen ones” as well as the age-old 

reckoning of the Anakim as one such historical enemy still extant from a bygone era. Such a 

connection may then have prompted the Israelites to attach the anomalous epithet nĕp̄îlîm, a 

calque of the Egyptian ḫrw, specifically to the Anakim upon encountering this reliclike entity. 

That the Anakim may have been of particularly ill repute among the Egyptians as late as the 

15th century B.C. may further be deduced from the mysterious verse of Num. 13:22. Here the 

Anakim seem to be associated with the building of a certain Zoan in the Nile Delta, thus 

implying a link between them and the infamous Asiatic Hyksos occupation of Egypt.  

Although lacking any meaningful relationship within the biblical text itself, the 

Masoretes clearly took it upon themselves to associate with one another these two disparate 

peoples, the primordial apostates of Gen. 6:4 and the much later Anakim of southern Canaan. 

The best explanation for this forced interrelation must have been the belief that the Rephaim 

acted as a common denominator between the antediluvian “Nephilim” and the later Anakim. 

Both the “Nephilim” and Rephaim were considered giants in the previously recounted 

 
     15 Bates (2004, 141). 
     16 Lesko and Lesko (2002, 369). This ubiquitous epithet appears prominently in Egyptian military records 
between roughly 1550 and 1100 B.C., for example, in the account of Thutmose III’s 14th campaign circa 1440. 
Here he is said to have defeated “the fallen of Shasu,” ḫrw n šꜣsw (Giveon 1971, 11). Compare this with Num. 
13:33’s ʿănāq min hannĕp̄îlîm, “Anak, of the fallen (ones).” 
     17 Noonan (2016, 57). The phenomenon is comparable to that of myriad Old Iranian loanwords in Esther and 
Ezra-Nehemiah, which is not unexpected as just as the latter books date to the Achaemenid dynasty, the narrative 
of the former, including Numbers’ featuring of nĕp̄îlîm, is placed in the time of the Israelite sojourn in Egypt and 
its immediate aftermath. Noonan has further noted that Egyptian loanwords in the other Northwest Semitic texts 
of the Levant betray much less Egyptian influence than those of the Bible. For example, a mere four Egyptian 
loanwords appear in the entire Ugaritic corpus, whereas Exodus alone contains twenty-six such (Ibid., 57–58; 53). 
The comparison with Ugarit is particularly illustrative since its texts are somewhat contemporaneous with those 
of the Pentateuch. The scarcity of Egyptian loanwords in the former is striking considering Ugarit’s international 
character and interaction with Egypt, which Singer (1999, 627) has described in the 14th century B.C. as being 
“economically lucrative and culturally influential.” Further bolstering the likelihood of the Pentateuch’s Egyptian 
language influences being of Late Bronze Age provenance, Noonan (2016, 62–63) has observed that the endings 
-t and -a exhibited by the borrowed feminine nouns reveal a Bronze Age origin. Notably, no Egyptian loanwords 
in the relevant Pentateuch episodes contain the later feminine ending -i that is found in first millennium B.C. 
Egyptian loanwords, such as those figuring in Imperial Aramaic texts. 
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extrabiblical traditions, while the Anakim in turn were called a subgroup of the Rephaim in 

Deuteronomy 2:11, thus making them “giants” too by extension. Accordingly, it must have 

been thought that the nĕp̄ilîm/nĕp̄îlîm of both Gen. 6:4 and Num. 13:33 ought to be best 

interpreted as a presumed proper name. Such would not have been particularly unexpected of 

the Medieval Masoretes working under the millennium-long influence of the extrabiblical 

tradition of giants.  

However, since no credible relationship is to be detected between the two appearances 

of the anomalous nĕp̄ilîm, the present study rejects this Masoretic vocalization. Instead it is 

suggested that the radicals nplym should simply be interpreted no differently from the rest of 

other such consonantal occurrences in the Bible, that is, as the participle nōp̄ĕlîm, which 

appears, for example, in Ezekiel 32:27,18 Joshua 8:25, and Daniel 3:7. This form is then 

rendered either as the nominal “those who fall,” “the fallen ones,” or the verbal  “they fell,” 

thus carrying similar meanings as the construct nĕp̄îlîm yet lacking the latter’s quality as an 

apparent proper noun.  

Even if such imaginative elaborations are ultimately unwarranted, we do see that some 

of the biblical imagery attached to the Rephaim is colorful enough in itself to provide fodder 

for extrabiblical narratives like that of the giants. Besides vivid accounts of massive couches 

and foes that made the Israelites feel like diminutive grasshoppers, a sociological element may 

have also been at play in inspiring such fantastical departures from biblical canon. Come the 

Second Temple period, the Rephaim may have already been so temporally distant to 

contemporaries as to take on mythological characteristics in the minds of some Jewish writers. 

Unlike many of the other nations of the southern Levant that persisted as neighbors of the 

Israelites for much longer, the Rephaim seem to have disappeared well before the end of the 

Bronze Age. In the absence of a more recent and tangible point of reference, the memory of the 

Rephaim as genuine historical actors may have then eventually faded and transformed into 

something indeed “larger than life.” 

 

1.4. The Rephaim in Modern Scholarship  

 

Today academic debate concerning the Rephaim is mainly informed by the 1928 discovery of 

texts at Ugarit. The most popular suggestions as to how the ancient inhabitants of this city 

 
     18 Somewhat surprisingly, in this verse nplym appears together with gibbōrîm, “the mighty ones,” as in Gen. 
6:4, yet the former word is not vocalized as nĕp̄ilîm in association with the mythical giants. It may be that the 
“human factor” was too overt in Ezek. 32:27 for the Masoretes to treat this entity as one of supernatural disposition. 
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appear to have viewed the Rephaim in their literature are as follows: 1) they were considered 

ghosts of powerful men of the past, such as kings, possibly apotheosized upon death;19 2) they 

were viewed as minor deities – as opposed to deified human rulers – perhaps expected to 

perform protective functions towards their human worshippers;20 3) they were living nobles, 

perchance members of a warrior elite, or possibly a priestly class as well. In relation to the final 

hypothesis, “Rephaim” may also be a tribal name, perhaps finding its parallel in another 

ostensibly ethnic designation, “Ditanu/Didanu.”21 Further, a number of scholars argue that the 

above postulations may overlap with one another and that the Rephaim may have represented 

differing phenomena in each respective text.22  

Since the present study follows the position that the Rephaim are best interpreted as 

having constituted a historical warrior class of sorts, such past corroborating views deserve 

closer attention here. For example, John Gray has argued that the Rephaim of the Ugaritic 

tradition may have been elite leaders with a militaristic bent,23 perhaps further performing 

priestly functions associated with fertility rites at the “threshing floors and plantations.”24 

Parallels between the Rephaim as living entities and the Maryannu elite charioteers have also 

 
     19 For proponents of this view, see, for example: Lewis (1989), Spronk (1986), Levine and de Tarragon (1984), 
Caquot (1960), Pope (1977), and de Moor (1976). Schmidt (1991, 144–52) has provided convincing arguments 
for rejecting this idea of the Rephaim as representing dead spirits, concluding: “In summary, the rpʾum of the 
mythological texts are nowhere portrayed as the shades of the dead” (Ibid., 151). This view is informed, in 
particular, by his reading of KTU 1.5–6 of the Baal Cycle and the passages therein relating to the Rephaim’s 
relationship with the deity Shapash.  
     20 For example, Virolleaud (1940, 77–83), Dussaud (1941, 185–88), and L’Heureux (1974, 265–74). Schmidt 
(1991, 142–44) has provided a terse review of this hypothesis and the problems inherent to it. He correctly 
observed that the prospect of the Rephaim constituting deities is rendered unlikely by their absence from Ugaritic 
god or sacrificial lists. Further, that rpʾ would represent a theophoric element in proper names is likewise 
improbable due to the appearance at Ugarit of names like ʾilrpʾu, “El heals/is hale/strong,” or dIM-ra-pi, “Addu 
heals/is hale/strong.” Here an actual divine name automatically nullifies any chance of rpʾ too being theophoric. 
Observe that the preceding translations follow the present study’s view that rpʾ is often to be interpreted as a stative 
form. Thus, famous names like ʿAmmurapi (Hammurabi in Akkadian) could he rendered as “Kinsman is 
hale/strong,” or, in the event that rpʾ may have eventually morphed into something resembling a proper name, 
“Kinsman is a Rephaite.” Other Ugaritic names containing this element are, whether interpreted as a stative or 
perfect, however one wishes to read them, per Gröndahl (1967, 180; 84): ʾabrpʾu, ʾilrpʾu, ʿbdrpʾu, ʿmrpʾi, rpʾan, 
rpʾiy, rpʾiyn, yrpʾu, yrpʾi, rap-a-na, a-birx-pi-i, abdi-rap-i, am-mu-ra-pi, fbitta-ra-ap-i. 
     21 The enigmatic qbṣ ddn/dtn, “council of Ddn/Dtn,” appears twice as a parallel to the Rephaim in both KTU 
1.161:2–3; 9–10 and KTU 1.15:III:13–15. This term, apparently of some significance, seems to figure sporadically 
elsewhere in ancient Near Eastern ancient texts associated with the ubiquitous Amorites (Lipinski 1978, 91–110). 
Further, the non-literary appearances of b[n.]dtn in KTU 4.69:II:9 and bn.rpiyn in KTU 4.231:8 have prompted 
Schmidt (1991, 155–57) to believe that the two together represented contemporary warrior elites at Ugarit. The 
topic of the Ditanu will be revisited with greater focus at a more appropriate juncture. 
     22 Pitard (1999b, 264). The above three-part list of popular hypotheses paraphrases that which was laid out by 
Pitard (Ibid.). For a more detailed overview of competing views, see Ibid., (264–69), Caquot (1981, 351–56), 
Cooper (1981, 460–67), and L’Heureux (1979, 116–25). 
     23 Gray (1952, 39–41). 
     24 Gray (1949, 127–39). 
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been drawn by many, for example, Baruch Margalit,25 and Conrad L’Heureux.26 As for the 

Rephaim’s ethnic origins, John Healey has argued for an Amorite pedigree27 – in accordance 

with the biblical record – while Michael Heltzer has suggested a Sutean descent.28  

Further, David Sperling has raised the possibility of the Rephaim being attested in the 

economic text KTU 4.231:8 under the variant name of rpiyn, wherein this group is recorded as 

receiving payment from Ugarit’s royal treasury.29 Although a fascinating proposition, 

tentatively the present study must disagree with this identification due to its markedly differing 

orthography vis-à-vis the expected rpum. However, considering the text’s dating to somewhere 

between the mid-13th century B.C. and the time of Ugarit’s demise circa 1180,30 the name does 

at the very least attest to the Rephaim-inspired element rpʾ still being popular in the city. Indeed, 

the same was true for Ugarit’s very last king, who carried the prestigious name ʿAmmurapi.  

Although all confirmed attestations of the “Ugaritic Rephaim” do appear in literary texts 

replete with mythological elements, it will be argued that there are no grounds for attaching 

supernatural characteristics to the group itself. Of course, this does not discount the possibility 

of mythologization too having taken place, especially if the group as active historical actors 

may have already exited the world’s stage. Yet the fragmentary Ugaritic texts do not point to 

such a reading, but rather align the Rephaim with the biblical tradition of warriors rooted in 

historical reality. Thus, it is the unearthing of such historicity that is sought after here, whether 

it be readily apparent on the text’s surface or potentially half-buried under a gloss of 

mythologization.  

Were it not for the present study’s limited scope prohibiting such extensive inquiry, 

ideally here would also be included a more detailed addressal and, when needed, refutation of 

the hypotheses posited in favor of a supernatural reading of the Rephaim. On the other hand, 

while endeavoring to highlight said group’s historical qualities the study will inevitably engage 

in substantial dialogue with such competing views as well. It must be noted that the analyses 

 
     25 Margulis (Margalit) (1970, 292–304). Schmidt (1991, 136) has suggested that similarly to the Maryannu the 
bn dtn of the 13th century B.C. Ugaritic text KTU 4.69 would have served the social function of warriors. Although 
ultimately the significance of dtn is unclear here, in literary texts it appears as a parallel of the Rephaim (KTU 
1.15; 1.161). 
     26 L’Heureux (1974, 265–74).  
     27 Healey (1977a, 195).  
     28 Heltzer (1978, 5–20). 
     29 Sperling (1971, col. 79). It is further noted that the form rpiyn could potentially be rendered as “the ones of 
the Rpu” if the construct is interpreted as containing the hypocoristic expansions of -n and the nisbah -iy-. For an 
illuminating overview of the various arguments posited in favor of the Rephaim as living entities, see Schmidt 
(1991, 152–55). Shipp (2002, 114–23) too has discussed said perspective. For Schmidt’s own understanding of 
the Rephaim’s nature, see (1991, 155–61). 
     30 Heltzer (1999, 423). 
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that follow do not seek to address all aspects of the reviewed Ugaritic narratives. Rather they 

focus on the details that may help us place these texts in their appropriate historical contexts 

and therefore abet a better understanding of the Rephaim’s historical nature as well.  

Ultimately the assumption that the Rephaim of Ugaritic traditions would likewise 

appear as historical entities is most logical when considering the plainer biblical record that 

ascribes to them no detectable supernatural traits. However, ever since the discovery of the 

Ugaritic texts, there has risen in scholarly quarters the widespread tendency to lay 

preponderance on these records at the expense of the relevant biblical account. Thus, we tend 

to find the inverted situation of investigation on the “Rephaim question” being founded on the 

template of the more fragmentary, and as the present study asserts, probably largely younger 

Ugaritic tradition. Instead, a more fruitful approach would be to avail of the less ambiguous 

biblical texts through which to view the phenomenon as a whole.  

Yet it is evident that just as the historicity of the Ugaritic Rephaim is rejected by some 

due to their appearance in a legendary literary environment, others react similarly vis-à-vis the 

often supernaturally charged Bible. However, such black and white distinctions may be more 

indicative of the worldviews of certain modern interpreters than those of the ancients in whose 

narratives the historical and divine could coexist without conflict. For example, even if the 

Ugaritic Aqhat be saturated with supernatural phenomena and the story itself ultimately be 

utterly fictional, one of its protagonists, the Rephaite Danel, may well have possessed a 

historical background all the same. Thus, it would be rash to altogether reject the possible 

historicity of the Rephaim, or at least various aspects thereof, merely on the grounds of their 

appearance in such literary texts.  

 

1.5. The Etymology of “Rephaim” 

 

The Hebrew “rephaim” derives from the root rpʾ, “to heal.”31 More specifically, turning first to 

the word’s Ugaritic equivalent “rapiuma,” the most popular etymologies proposed are that the 

word represents 1) a participle, *rāpiʾūma, “healers,” or 2) a stative form, *rapiʾūma, “the 

healthy ones.”32 The Bible’s Masoretic vocalization rĕp̄āʾîm clearly corresponds with the 

 
     31 HALOT, s.v. אפר  
     32 Pitard (1999b, 259). L’Heureux (1976, 84), (1979, 215–18), Lewis (1989, 14), and Cross (1997, 20) number 
among those who, like the present author, champion the stative interpretation, that is, “the hale/strong/healthy 
ones.” For a more general discussion on etymological possibilities, see L’Heureux (1979, 219–21), Pardee (1981–
82, 266), and Naccache (1995). For alternative views, see, for example, Schmidt (1991), who has suggested that 
the root rpʾ may be associated with the Akkadian verb rabāʾum, “to be large, great.” 
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stative option, seeing that in the Masoretic tradition the participle form would be rōp̄ĕʾîm, 

“healers,” a construct that appears in 2 Chronicles 16:12, for example. While it is often 

advisable to approach the Masoretic vocalization with reservations due to its very late 

provenance,33 at least rĕp̄āʾîm finds vindication in its LXX equivalent, the Greek transcription 

of the Aramaic-derived raphaïn. While the Hebrew vocal shewa is often represented by the 

“eh” sound of the Greek letter epsilon in the LXX, occasionally, as here, the shewa may also 

be indicated by the “ah” sound of the letter alpha.34 Therefore, save for the Aramaic nunation 

in the plural, the LXX’s raphaïn corresponds well with the MT’s rĕp̄āʾîm. 

Not only does the orthography and grammar of the Hebrew “rephaim” match the above 

suggestion of a Ugaritic stative form, as opposed to a participle one, from biblical context there 

is no reason to expect the sense of “healers” to be applied to the Rephaim. The same can be said 

of the Rephaim or Rapiuma of the Ugaritic and Phoenician texts even if here the contexts are 

slightly more obscure. Rather, “hale ones” with its emphasis on vigor and strength would be a 

sensible etymology in light of the powerful and warlike characteristics attributed to the 

Rephaim throughout the biblical texts. Other possible ambiguities aside, their martial properties 

can neither be ignored in the Ugaritic tradition, with their riding of chariots (KTU 1.20:II:4) – 

perhaps the most overt emblem of Late Bronze Age military might35 – and the Rephaite Danel’s 

hailing as a “warrior of Baal” (KTU 1.22:II:7–8). Therefore, the present study emphatically 

favors “the hale ones, strong ones” as the meaning of “rephaim.” 

Analogies between such an epithet may yet be drawn from elsewhere in the Bronze Age 

Near East. For example, Edward Lipinski has suggested that the etymology of “ahlamu,” the 

name of the ubiquitous class of semi-nomads, may derive from the West Semitic root gḷm, “boy, 

lad,”36 thus apparently carrying connotations of youthfulness, perhaps to the point of adolescent 

rowdiness. Indeed, the Ahlamu largely enjoyed a reputation as troublesome marauders,37 but 

apparently their readiness to fight could also find expression in mercenary work whether in a 

 
     33 The Masoretic Text along with the Tiberian system of vocalization it employs, did not reach its final form 
until the ninth to eleventh centuries A.D. (Aspinen 2011, 38), ancient Hebrew having died out as a spoken language 
by circa 200 A.D. (Sáenz-Badillos 1993, 166). Commenting on the implications of using a vocalization system 
created after the language is already effectively dead, Rosenthal (2006, 14) remarks: “This is a very difficult task 
that can be successfully accomplished only for a living language under carefully controlled conditions. How far 
the subtle Masoretic distinctions are applicable to the pre-Masoretic period of BA remains doubtful.” Here 
Rosenthal is specifically speaking of biblical Aramaic (BA) vis-à-vis the Masoretic vocalization, but the comment 
concerns biblical Hebrew all the same; for example, see Ibid., (13). 
     34 Aspinen (2011, 64). 
     35 Hamblin (2006, 145).  
     36 Lipinski (2000, 37–38).  
     37 Ibid., (38). 
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Babylonian army or even as gate guards at Nippur.38 A socially even more comparative parallel 

may be presented by way of the Late Bronze Age Maryannu. Donald Redford has described 

this group of elite warriors as “a class of chariot-owning ‘feudal’ aristocrats,” subservient to the 

palace, but exempt from taxes and allowed to participate in trade.39 Traditionally their name is 

thought to have consisted of the Indo-Aryan marya, a word with connotations of youthfulness,40 

which was affixed with a Hurrian suffix.41 Beyond the similar names implying the kind of vigor 

expected of a warrior, to what extent the Maryannu and Rephaim may have represented parallel 

social phenomena remains unclear.   

 

1.6. On Chronology 

 

Of all ancient texts to refer to the Rephaim only the biblical record provides a solid 

chronological framework for their historical attestations. To be sure, some clues may also be 

gleaned from Ugarit’s texts featuring the Rephaim, but mostly this literature is too temporally 

ambiguous to provide much reliable context. Nonetheless, when possible, the present study will 

synchronize the Bible’s relevant chronological data with that of other ancient sources. Beyond 

the biblical chronology, the high or long chronology will be employed as a more general 

temporal foundation for the dating of historical events in the Middle Bronze Age Near East. 

The debate over the most precise ancient Near Eastern chronology remains far from resolved, 

with various competing chronological systems abounding. However, the confines of the present 

study do not allow for an in-depth treatment of this highly complex topic, nor for the exploration 

of the more specific motives for choosing the high chronology in particular. Beyond the issues 

encountered with other dating methods like radiocarbon dating, astronomy, and 

dendrochronology, the historical synchronization of various ancient texts too is fraught with 

uncertainty.  

 
     38 Brinkman (1968, 278). The way the Ahlamu would eventually ingratiate themselves into more civilized 
society seems to generally parallel the social mobility of the Amorites throughout Syro-Mesopotamia in earlier 
times. For example, Weeks (1985, 50) has proposed a model of infiltration in which the once outsider Amorites 
gained access to Lower Mesopotamian societies as able mercenaries. In similar fashion, the Amorite subgroup of 
the Didanu may have reached prominence as a mercenary class at Ebla (Pettinato 1980, 193–97; 245–49). This is 
notable as the Didanu are paralleled with the Rephaim in the Ugaritic texts. Thus, the above examples not only 
seem to support the Rephaim’s assumed status as a warrior class, but may also provide a possible model for their 
rise to societal influence.   
     39 Redford (2003, 37).  
     40 Liverani (272, 2014). Further, more specific, possible definitions such as “young man” and even “stallion” 
can be furnished via the cognate Sanskrit, all of which would befit the Maryannu as chariot-riding warriors 
(Monier-Williams 1899, 791). 
     41 Drews (1988, 59). Alternatively, it is possible that maryannu derive from the Hittite mari-, perhaps “spear” 
(Haas and Thiel 1978, 179).  
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The situation may be exemplified via the case of the Kassite dynasty of Babylon that 

followed the demise of the First Dynasty of Babylon. The crux of the issue here is that while 

King List A states that thirty-eight Kassite kings ruled in Babylon for a total of some 576 

years,42 many scholars suspect that the dynasty ought to be considerably shortened. For 

example, John Brinkman would bring it down to 440 years.43 If little consensus can be attained 

in such a fundamental matter, it speaks to the difficulty of establishing a more absolute 

chronology for the mid-second millennium B.C. in particular. Seeing that the topic of 

chronology remains unsettled, all possible sources must be considered in the attempt to 

construct as cohesive a temporal framework as possible. Therefore, the present study will be 

bestowing considerable importance on the biblical chronology in synchronizing aspects of 

second millennium B.C. Near Eastern history as a whole – a highly unpopular and controversial 

proposition to many scholars today, to be sure. However, unlike many other chronological 

schemes, the biblical one remains of utmost importance in its ultimately being internally quite 

intact, and as this chapter and others to come will exhibit, in its numerous correspondences with 

various events, periods, and phenomena recorded elsewhere in ancient texts. 

Before proceeding it must be forewarned that the following reconstruction of biblical 

chronology is approximate and unconcerned with dates potentially erring by a year or two. 

However, in general, a timeline for various biblical events, including its Rephaim attestations, 

is ultimately rather easy to establish by piecing together passages containing the most relevant 

chronological information. Often the starting point for such reconstructions is 1 Kings 6:1, 

which speaks of the Israelites leaving Egypt 480 years before the fourth regnal year of king 

Solomon. The well-attested siege of Jerusalem of 587 B.C. is a common temporal benchmark 

for establishing the rest of the Bible’s first millennium B.C. chronology. From this date it is 

easy to count backwards the regnal years of the various Israelite kings until one arrives at the 

time of Solomon. His fourth year as king would have been circa 967 B.C., and counting 480 

years backwards from this would place the Israelite exodus from Egypt in circa 1447 B.C.  

This information then provides a convenient jumping-off point for establishing relevant 

dates pertaining to the Rephaim in the biblical record. In the second year after the exodus, the 

Israelites met a population called the Anakim who are moreover equated with the Rephaim 

 
     42 Brinkman (1976, 8).  
     43 Ibid., (vii). Discussing the issue of chronology vis-à-vis the Kassite conundrum, van Koppen (2010, 45) has 
stated: “The significance of this debate is all but parochial because the amount of time one wishes to allocate to 
this period is of direct relevance for the absolute chronology of early Middle Eastern history. This is because the 
First Dynasty of Babylon forms the tail end of a five-hundred-year block in the history of Lower Mesopotamia 
which is characterized by a secure internal chronology and includes names and events that are used as historical 
benchmarks far beyond the confines of Mesopotamian studies (most famously Hammurabi of Babylon).” 
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(Numbers 13:22; Deuteronomy 2:11), this event therefore taking place circa 1445 B.C. Then, 

the occupation of much of the Transjordan, which would once again bring the Israelites into the 

presence of the Rephaim there, took place roughly forty years after the exodus (Deut. 1:3–4), 

thus circa 1407. Five years later the Rephaite Anakim are said to have been destroyed in the 

area around Hebron (Num. 10:11; Deut. 2:14), so circa 1402. However, in the same connection 

it is acknowledged that some Anakim did survive in Gaza, Gath, and Ashdod (Joshua 11:22), 

therefore indicating a Rephaite Anakim presence as yet persisting at the beginning of the 14th 

century. 

Furthermore, the Rephaim seem to have abided in some capacity in the Judaean 

Mountains, perhaps these too ranking among the Anakim although never explicitly labeled such 

(Josh. 17:15–16). There is no clear year associated with this passage, but it appears in the 

context of Joshua’s final years. Unfortunately, there is no way to ascertain the length of Joshua’s 

leadership over the Israelites. However, considering that he was likely reasonably young during 

the first attempt to conquer Canaan, and his being alive at the end of the 15th century B.C., it is 

probable that he continued to lead the Israelites a decade or two into the 14th century. 

Consequently, it may be postulated that remnants of the Rephaim may still have lingered on in 

the Judaean Mountains at this period. These late attestations then indicate that the Rephaim did 

still exist as a tangible group as late as the early 14th century B.C. Nonetheless, that the Bible 

never again speaks of them as a contemporaneous population to the Israelites suggests that they 

faded away relatively soon thereafter.  

As for the terminus post quem for Rephaim attestations, such a date can also be quite 

readily reconstructed. Counting backwards from the exodus the temporal data concerning the 

early Israelites and the patriarchs before them, we arrive at the date of circa 1877 B.C. for 

Abraham’s entrance into Canaan from his native Upper Mesopotamia. This date appears to be 

corroborated by Exodus 12:40, which in many biblical manuscripts, although not all,44 states 

that by the time the Israelites left Egypt they had spent 430 years in Canaan and Egypt together. 

Counting back the relevant chronological data, this remark would have to include Abraham as 

one of the Israelites despite the Israelites proper not originating until the children of Abraham’s 

grandson Jacob. However, for the sake of simplification, the relevant variants appear to treat 

 
     44 A number of variants of Ex. 12:40 exist, each of which contains either only Egypt or both Egypt and Canaan 
as the locations of the 430-year sojourn. However, the present study favors the readings that include both Egypt 
and Canaan, as found most notably in the Samaritan Pentateuch and most Septuagint manuscripts. Josephus too 
spoke of both lands (Ant. 2.318–319 [Thackeray]). The suggestion that the Israelites spent 430 years in Egypt 
alone is rendered quite impossible already by the simple fact that they were said to have sojourned there for a span 
of only four generations (Genesis 15:16). This detail further supports a stay of no more than 215 years. For a 
compilation of the biblical variants of the relevant passage, see Mitchell (2017). 
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the word “Israelite” as a catch-all for both the patriarchal “proto-Israelite” Abraham and his 

descendants in general.45 This suspicion is all but confirmed by Gen. 15:13, which states more 

specifically that it is Abraham’s descendants who will be strangers in foreign lands for 400 

years. Isaac, Abraham’s legitimate heir, was born to Abraham twenty-five years after his arrival 

in Canaan (Gen. 12:4; 21:5), thus circa 1852 B.C. This would then roughly match the 400 years 

of Abraham’s descendants being strangers in foreign lands prior to the exodus circa 1447 B.C. 

Exactly 400 years after circa 1852 would of course be circa 1452, but the slight rounding of 

numbers is not unexpected in the biblical record.  

Finally, Gen. 16:3 states that Abraham had already sojourned in Canaan for ten years, 

by which point the date would have been circa 1867 B.C. Since this chapter comes immediately 

after Gen. 14–15, with little discernable chronological break in between, it is likely that the two 

aforementioned chapters depict events roughly concurrent, again, circa 1867. Therefore, since 

the Transjordanian Rephaim make their initial appearance in Gen. 14, their first biblical 

attestation too is to be dated to approximately 1867 B.C. 

In summary then, the key biblical dates pertaining to the Rephaim appear to be as 

follows: the Rephaim dwell in the Transjordan circa 1867 B.C.; the Rephaite Anakim are seen 

in Hebron’s environs circa 1445; the Rephaim are encountered and destroyed in the Transjordan 

circa 1407; the Rephaite Anakim are destroyed around Hebron circa 1402; some of the Anakim 

survive in Gaza, Gath, and Ashdod for a period after 1402; and finally, the Rephaim are sighted 

in the Judaean Mountains sometime in the early 14th century. Therefore, the biblical account 

attests to a Rephaite presence in Canaan and the Transjordan as having lasted at least some five 

centuries.  

Beyond the brief chronology outlined above, some pains ought to be taken to 

corroborate these early periods of biblical history with other ancient records and by so doing 

give greater credence to the chronology and historicity of the biblical Rephaim as well. Starting 

with Abram or Abraham, the first patriarch of the subsequent Israelites, he may appear in the 

Egyptian Execration Text E47. Here we find the name ʾabw-l-m, which James Hoch has 

vocalized as *ʾAbu-ram,46 paralleling exactly the biblical ʾAḇrām, “Father is exalted.” This 

 
     45 Notably, the SP and a number of LXX variants – (LXX(AFM + minuscules), OL Mss, and LXX(G + 
minuscules) – in fact specify that the 430 years in question included the sojourning of both the children of Israel 
and their forefathers (Mitchell 2017).  
     46 Hoch (1994, 495). In the Execration Texts the foreign chieftains to be cursed are typically named in a 
formulaic fashion, for example, in E40, “the chieftain of ḳhrmw, jṯʿrkni” (Posener 1940, 84). Usually, the first 
name represents a toponym, the land of the chieftain, while the second name is that of the chieftain himself. 
However, this is not always the case with an individual or people whose location is either unfixed or unknown. 
Thus, we find, for example, in E57, “the chieftain of šwsw, jkmṯʿmw,” that is, “the chieftain of the Shasu nomads, 
jkmṯʿmw” (Ibid., 91). Similarly, that the name ʾAbu-ram in E47 is followed by the hieroglyphic “hill-country” 



 
 

20 
 

attestation appears in the Brussels subgroup of the Execration Texts, the latter of which texts 

tend to be collectively dated to circa 1900–1750 B.C.47 Further, William Albright, for example, 

has suggested the more specific timeframe of 1850–1825 for the relevant Brussels group.48 We 

then see that the Egyptian record seems to temporally match Abram’s presence in Canaan, with 

his arrival there having taken place circa 1877, and his subsequent visit to Egypt having 

occurred not long thereafter, perhaps by 1870.  

That Abram was said to have been initially received well in Egypt’s high society 

indicates that he was no mere lowly Asiatic seeking refuge in Egypt from Canaan’s famines. 

Indeed, passages like Gen. 12:5; 13:2; 6; 24:35 record Abram as being a wealthy man with 

much livestock and many servants already prior to entering Egypt, and even more so in the 

years following his sojourn there. However, his stay in Egypt ended on unfriendly terms (Gen 

12:10–20). To add to these soured relations, in Gen. 14:14 Abram is recorded to have been able 

to deploy 318 men for war, by no means a small force in the 19th century B.C.49 These factors 

distinguish Abram as a loathed figure perhaps thought to have posed a potential threat to Egypt. 

Thus, he would have been someone well qualified to be included among the accursed Asiatic 

enemy chieftains of the Execration Texts. Therefore, the present study proposes the 

considerable possibility of the Asiatic headman ʾAbu-ram representing no other than the 

biblical Abram. 

In the vein of the preceding attempt to synchronize the biblical Abram with his possible 

counterpart of the Egyptian record, potential synchronism of the Israelite sojourn in Egypt too 

deserves attention. Indeed, the biblical chronology and narrative of the Israelite presence there 

corresponds well with Egypt’s own data concerning the so-called Hyksos period. This was a 

time of Levantine domination of much of Egypt in the 15th dynasty, perhaps circa 1649–1540 

B.C.50 The period was the result of intensified Asiatic migration throughout the 13th dynasty 

into the eastern Nile Delta,51 the biblical land of Goshen (Gen. 45:9–10). According to the 

 
determinative does not necessarily indicate that the name represent a physical location. Indeed, since Abram is 
depicted in the Bible as being a nomad of no known tribal affiliation, it would not be unexpected of the Egyptians 
to attach no ethnic or geographic designation to him. Still, the pattern of the Execration Texts must be heeded and 
therefore the Egyptians may have employed the awkward “chieftain of ʾAbu-ram,” as if Abram were an all-
encompassing entity. Unfortunately, the second name in E47 is not legible, and one must wonder if it would have 
merely contained a repetition of the previous name, if indeed the present study’s tentative identification with the 
biblical Abram is justified. 
     47 Ben-Tor (2006, 65). 
     48 Albright (1966, 28). 
     49 For example, remarking on the relative modesty of the period’s forces, Hamblin (2006, 201) has stated that 
most armies mentioned in the contemporaneous Mari tablets “ranged in the hundreds and low thousands, even in 
major wars.”  
     50 Ryholt (1997, 191).  
     51 Mourad (2015, 227–31).  
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Bible, Joseph arrived in Egypt circa 1684 B.C., the rest of the Israelites circa 1662, while the 

Egyptian oppression of the Israelites began some time before Moses’ birth circa 1525.  

In Gen. 41:41–49, Joseph’s promotion by the pharaoh to second-in-command rulership 

over Egypt circa 1671 implies an at least mostly peaceable accumulation of Egyptian power 

into the hands of an Asiatic. This resembles one of today’s popular scholarly models for the 

establishment of Hyksos rule in Egypt not through war but non-violent means.52 On the other 

hand, advocating for an invasion model, Kim Ryholt has suggested that the conquest was 

precipitated by a “Canaanite chieftain” who exploited Egypt racked with famine and political 

turmoil.53 This scenario echoes in no lesser degree Joseph’s dominion over Egypt as šallîṭ, 

“ruler” (Gen. 42:6), and his shrewd gathering of property from famished Egyptians, and 

Canaanites, for that matter, in exchange for the grain he had previously stored up. Ultimately, 

according to Gen. 47:21 of the LXX and SP, having been deprived of all their property the 

Egyptians lost their very freedom and were reduced to bondage to the government headed by 

Joseph. The severe famine of the biblical account that prompted such measures is paralleled by 

contemporary Egyptian records. Such dearths ravaged the land throughout the late 13th and 14th 

dynasties, continuing as late as the Second Intermediate Period in the more southern parts of 

the region.54 

If Joseph’s actions reflect the possibly non-violent yet tyrannical steps taken to transfer 

Egyptian resources to the Hyksos, it is little surprise that the disgruntled natives soon sought to 

drive out the interloping Levantines. Indeed, circa 1540 B.C. Ahmose I finally succeeded in 

banishing most of the Asiatics from the Nile Delta.55 However, it would appear that a number 

of stragglers were left behind, among these the Israelites, apparently, who were subsequently 

subjugated by the wary Egyptians, as the biblical record recounts (Ex. 1:8–11). Not only did 

the new Egyptian ruler seem to not acknowledge or appreciate Joseph’s legacy (Ex. 1:8), Ex. 

1:10 contains the telling remark of Egyptian fears of the Israelites growing so strong as to 

potentially unite in war with the rest of Egypt’s enemies. So would essentially be repeated the 

just lapsed period of disastrous Asiatic rule. This fear was likely well founded since 

immediately after the Hyksos expulsion from Egypt itself, nearby Canaanite strongholds like 

Sharuhen still remained standing for a time, offering so stiff resistance as to require a three-

 
     52 Bietak (2010, 151–63) and Booth (2005, 9–20). 
     53 Ryholt (1997, 302–4). 
     54 Ibid., (306). For example, similarly to Joseph’s deeds, the roughly contemporary 17th century B.C. pharaoh 
Neferhotep III stressed in his monumental inscriptions above all his ability to feed his subjects in such trying times. 
     55 Ibid., (5).  
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year siege to be subdued.56 The ensuing New Kingdom’s Egyptian military onslaughts in the 

Levant were probably initially fueled by this very desire to keep the Asiatics permanently at 

bay lest they attempted to meddle in Egyptian affairs once more. 

 

1.7. Technical Considerations  

 

The following review of the present study’s more technical minutiae concerns first and foremost 

the use of abbreviations and orthography. The names of the various biblical books will be 

spelled out fully when introduced for the first time or being re-referenced after a long interval. 

Otherwise, such books are abbreviated according to convention. The same applies to 

abbreviations of the various books or collections of texts, for example, the LXX (the Septuagint 

or Greek Old Testament), EA (El Amarna), and KTU (Keilalphabetischen Texte aus Ugarit), 

which appear unabbreviated and clarified prior or simultaneous to their first occurrence. All 

other abbreviations can either be found in the list of abbreviations at the beginning of the present 

study or are otherwise so standard in academic parlance as to not require further elaboration. 

Despite almost all events scrutinized here dating to the era before Christ as a rule, B.C. will 

usually appear in all instances save for long strings of adjacent or nearby dates that may 

otherwise unnecessarily clutter the text. 

Since it is convention to transliterate biblical Hebrew according to the Masoretic Text, 

the present study too will largely adhere to this tradition. However, it must be borne in mind 

that the Tiberian vocalization dates to the Middle Ages, that is, centuries after Hebrew had 

ceased to exist as a living language.57 Consequently, said system is fraught with uncertainty as 

to its fidelity in representing ancient Hebrew. For example, the present study lays bare a 

Masoretic error in 2 Samuel 21 and 1 Chronicles 20, where the constructions hrph and hrpʾ, 

respectively, were vocalized as hārāp̄ā. However, hrph and its corrupted derivative hrpʾ should 

almost certainly be emended to the noun ḥrph, which according to the Masoretes would have 

been vocalized as ḥerpâ. This naturally differs significantly from the extant hārāp̄ā and likewise 

changes the interpretation of the biblical segments in which the words appear. Therefore, the 

present study prefers to disregard the Masoretic vocalization in places where more in-depth 

analysis is required and the bare consonantal skeleton is likeliest to yield the most authentic 

sense of the text. However, as the above treatment of 2 Sam. 21 and 1 Chr. 20 shows, even the 

biblical texts’ very consonants can be corrupted.  

 
     56 Ibid., (186).  
     57 Aspinen (2011, 38). 
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An exception to Masoretic transliteration is the romanization of biblical Hebrew names 

since these are so ingrained in Western tradition that their replacement with more faithful 

renderings would be superfluous. For example, it would be unnecessary to substitute the 

conventional “Israel” with the Masoretic Yiśrāʾēl. The same applies to a lesser extent to non-

Hebrew names, namely those of Ugaritic provenance, if these too have been provided with 

standardized romanizations in modern literature. Moreover, being written in English, the 

present study will adhere to conventional English renderings of Hebrew names as informed by 

the King James Version of the Bible, the biblical staple of the English-speaking world.  

 

2. The Rephaim in the Biblical Record 
 

2.1. The Rephaim in the Middle Bronze Age Transjordan  
  

In Genesis 14 we find the earliest explicit attestation of the Rephaim in the Bible if not indeed 

all extant literature. Tradition credits Moses as the Late Bronze Age author of Genesis along 

with the rest of the Pentateuch.58 However, here he is never specified as the scribe, unlike in 

several passages of the other Pentateuchal books that follow, for example, Exodus 24:4, 

Numbers 33:2 and Deuteronomy 31:9. Whatever its ultimate provenance and dating, Gen. 14 

represents an important convergence of the early biblical record with the broader geopolitical 

world of the Middle Bronze Age Syro-Mesopotamia. Thus, according to the Bible’s internal 

chronology, circa 1867 B.C. an alliance of four northern kings is said to have waged war with 

a confederacy of five Canaanite kings. For twelve years the latter had been subject to the leader 

of the former, one king Chedorlaomer of Elam, after which they rebelled against their master. 

To punish this act of insurrection Chedorlaomer mustered three fellow kings, named in the 

Masoretic tradition Amraphel king of Shinar, Arioch king of Ellasar, and Tidal king of 

“nations.” Together the four embarked on a campaign penetrating deep into southern Canaan 

and the Transjordan. On their southward march they may have followed a route called the 

“King’s Highway” in Num. 20:17’s late 15th century context.59  

 
     58 Davis (2007, 30). More specifically, the present study dates the origin of the Pentateuch to the 15th century 
B.C., even if recognizing the presence of occasional modification in the extant textual variants.  
     59 dereḵ hammeleḵ, the “King’s Highway,” or simply mĕsillā, “the highway” (Num. 20:19). Dijkstra and 
Vriezen (2015, 89) have noted that Egyptian Late Bronze Age A1 (circa 1550–1400 B.C.) itineraries appear to 
display a route through the Transjordanian highlands that resembles the kind of international highway suggested 
by the biblical text. They further add that the route would have run “along the watershed or desert fringe down to 
the valley of the Nahr az-Zarqa and then down through the Baqʾa valley along Umm ad-Dananir to the Amman 
area and Heshbon/Hishban” (Ibid.). 
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It was in the Transjordanian leg of this expedition that the Rephaim made their first 

appearance in Gen. 14:5: “And in the fourteenth year came Chedorlaomer and the kings that 

were with him, and they smote the Rephaim in Ashteroth-Karnaim, and the Zuzim in Ham,60 

and the Emim in Shaveh-Kiriathaim.” As will be presently elucidated, the Zuzim and Emim 

also belonged to the Rephaim even if not here explicitly labelled such. There is no indication 

of the defeated Rephaite groups being associated with the renegade vassals. Yet, whether 

attracted by additional plunder to be had along the way or perhaps responding to defensive 

measures initiated by the wary Rephaim themselves, the northern kings came to blows with the 

locals. The text gives no further information on the events leading up to the conflict, but merely 

tersely states the defeat of the Rephaim at the hands of their foes.  

Before engaging in a more detailed analysis of the Rephaite presence in the 19th century 

B.C. Transjordan, it is well to consider the broader historical context presented by Genesis 14 

and how it may relate to epochs and entities known from other ancient records. Finding any 

such corroboration is crucial for placing the biblical narrative, and therefore its Rephaim 

attestation, on ever firmer historical footing. Some details of said biblical account, such as the 

existence of the Canaanite kings, are as yet impossible to synchronize due to the exceedingly 

scantly documented nature of 19th century B.C. Canaan. On the other hand, the scholar may 

fare much better in finding parallels with the four aggressing kings of the north. At least here 

we have individuals of whom most appear to hail from the better documented northern Levant 

and Upper Mesopotamia and whose nationalities and even names bear familiarity.  

The limited scope of the present study does not allow for an in-depth investigation into 

the identities of all these biblical kings vis-à-vis possible equivalents elsewhere in the ancient 

record. However, some comparisons may show promise. For example, the association of 

Amraphel of Shinar with Amudpiel I of Mari archives fame is certainly a fine chronological 

match, perhaps even a feasible linguistic one with some adjustment of the likely already 

corrupted biblical name.61 Further, Tidal of “nations” may be a suitably ambiguous description 

 
     60 In the LXX we find here, “and strong nations that were with them,” instead of, “and the Zuzim in Ham.” 
Whatever the origin of the curious “strong nations” in lieu of the “Zuzim” of the MT and SP, it is evident that the 
LXX translators viewed the Hebrew bhm not as signifying the preposition b, “in,” plus the toponym hm, but rather 
as b with the prepositional connotation “with,” plus the third-person plural masculine pronoun hm. While the LXX 
reading here is certainly possible, there is no particular reason to not treat hm as a toponym, especially since a 
potential counterpart appears in a Late Bronze Age Egyptian record, as will later be shown.  
     61 Consider the differences between the Masoretic Amraphel and the LXX Amarphal, and again, the Peshitta 
Amarphel. The biblical name’s resh may simply be a mistaken dalet, as occasionally happens in biblical 
transmission. Further, the aleph could be a mistaken ayin – if this is indeed the letter concealed in Amudpiel’s 
cuneiform spelling – which is rare, but not unheard of; see, for example, Amos 6:8’s באת  versus the usual בעת . In 
this case the garbled Amraphel may yet be harmonized with Amudpiel, perhaps to be vocalized and interpreted as 
ʿAmūd-pâ-ʾIlu, “Supported by the word of El” (Gelb 1980, 564).  
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of the distant pre-empire Hittite king Tudhaliya, as many have suggested.62 As for Arioch of 

Ellasar, Jean-Marie Durand has explored the possibility of one Arriyuk fitting the part, placing 

him in Kalhu by Assyria.63 The present author entertains the comparison of Ellasar with the 

Upper Mesopotamian city Ilan-Ṣura,64 especially in light of Jean-Robert Kupper’s 

interpretation of a certain Arriyuk having once plundered Mazuradum,65 a city of Ilan-Ṣura’s 

king Haya-Sumu.66 Thus is provided a correspondence between the area around Ilan-Ṣura and 

a suitably named figure. On the other hand, Ellasar may be better yet identified with the 

Phoenician city of Ullaza or Ullasa.67 Ultimately it is possible that no such convincing matches 

can ever be produced for the figures of Gen. 14, as the period in question remains only sparsely 

documented. Matters are further obfuscated by the different biblical variants evincing 

considerable corruption in the transmission of the names in question. Yet the establishment of 

even an approximate temporal framework for the events of these verses should suffice in 

placing the biblical record in its appropriate historical and geopolitical context.  

The most distinctive and telling feature of Gen. 14 is the prominent presence of the 

Elamite king Chedorlaomer who leads other kings against disloyal subjects as far afield as 

Canaan. Although there is currently no evidence elsewhere of an Elamite-led excursion into the 

more peripheral Canaan and the Transjordan, it must be borne in mind that very little at all is 

known of the geopolitical maneuverings of Elam in this period.68 However, during the 

Sukkalmah dynasty circa 2036/2006 to 1656/1606 B.C. Elam did occasionally represent the 

greatest power in all of Mesopotamia.69 This expansionism peaked in the mid-19th century B.C. 

 
     62 For example, Kitchen (2003, 320). Also, compare the “nations,” MT Hebrew gōyim, with the Mari texts’ 
Akkadian gayum, tribal “divisions” (Fleming 2004, 24). Tiḏʿāl also resembles the Hurrian tdǵl, “accountant,” of 
the Ugaritic KTU 4.183:II:20 (Watson 2010, 823–30). 
     63 Durand (2005, 59–70).  
     64 The two names somewhat resemble one another after an assimilation of nun with the following letter, thus, 
*ilaṣṣura, even if the discrepancy between the sibilants in the respective texts remains problematic. 
     65 Heimpel (2003, 503). 
     66 Ibid., (617). 
     67 This city may appear as the contemporaneous mid-19th century B.C. toponym ʾIꜣsy, a target of Egyptian 
military action (Mourad 2014, 130–32), if Goedicke (1991, 92) is correct in considering this a variant of ʾIwꜣṯʾi, 
Ullasa. The city also figures in Egyptian texts from the time of Senusret II’s reign circa 1897–1878 B.C. (Mourad 
2014, 103–4), further indicating that it would have been a prominent city during the time of Gen. 14. The apparent 
resh at the end of Ellasar may be a miscopied waw-conjunctive, judging by the seemingly erratic general use of 
the conjunctive in the following verse Gen. 14:2. 
     68 Peyronel (2018, 203; 205). Only the providential survival of a number of texts at Mari provide any insight 
into Elam’s actions, even if these too appear to date to a time a few decades after the events of Gen. 14. However, 
Canaan was certainly known to the great powers of the northern Levant and Mesopotamia. For example, Shamshi-
Adad I from distant Assyria visited Lebanon and sent a large army through Syria all the way to Ruhizzu in northern 
Canaan (Kitchen 2003, 321). Mari also regularly sent envoys to Hazor, while Elam itself is recorded to have 
likewise sent such to the far western Qatna in Syria (Ibid.). 
     69 Peyronel (2018, 205). Note the employment of the long chronology throughout the present study. Such was 
at times the prestige of the Elamite ruler, the Sukkalmah, that he could be treated as arbitrator between other 
Mesopotamian kings. Indeed, sometimes he would even receive the title “father,” as opposed to the more 
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with Elam’s penetration into regions as far west as the Khabur river basin.70 Therefore, 

considering Elam’s westerly ambitions, the notion of its having vassals around the Dead Sea 

and engaging in campaigns this far afield is hardly implausible. Here the aphorism “absence of 

evidence is not evidence of absence” rings true. 

We then see that Gen. 14 with its presence of an Elamite overlord agrees with a very 

specific and ephemeral period in Mesopotamia’s long history, a span of no more than perhaps 

some fifty years during the 19th century B.C. To reiterate, the biblical chronology dates the 

events in question to circa 1867 B.C. Since the rebellious Canaanite kings had served 

Chedorlaomer for at least twelve full years, this may place the Elamite influence in the southern 

Levant as having begun at least as early as circa 1880 B.C. On the other hand, Elam’s 

dominance in the Near East was ended by the Amorite Mari-Babylon alliance circa 1835.71 

Beyond the fitting geopolitical context in the region, Gen. 14 also corresponds well with another 

typical phenomenon of the time, that is, alliances of so many kings as to make even the leagues 

of the relevant Bible chapter pale in comparison.72 

As for attempts to synchronize the biblical Chedorlaomer, three Elamite rulers are 

definitely attested from this period, each possessing both strengths and flaws as potential 

candidates: Siruk-tuh, Siwe-Palar-Huppak, and Kudu-Zulush I.73 Regarding Chedorlaomer’s 

name, scholars such as Kenneth Kitchen have typically believed it to consist of the common 

 
egalitarian “brother” by which kings of lower rank addressed one another (Durand 1994, 15–22). Further, the 
elevated status of Elam is on display in a letter to the court of Eshnunna during the reign of Dadusha (circa 1848–
1835 B.C.), wherein “the great king of Elam” is said to have been consulted in the settling of a dispute (Rowton 
1967, 269). 
     70 Charpin (1986, 129–37). 
     71 Peyronel (2018, 223). 
     72 Perhaps the most famous reference to this phenomenon is found in one of the Mari letters: “There is no king 
strongest by himself – 10 or 15 kings follow Hammurabi of Babylon, and so for Rim-Sin of Larsa, and so for 
Ibalpiel of Eshnunna, and so for Amutpiel of Qatna; but 20 kings follow Yarim-lim of Yamhad” (Kitchen 2003, 
320–21). As with the Mari record, Gen. 14 also seems to provide a pertinent snapshot of this period of geopolitical 
disunity in the ancient Near East. Although a “great king,” such as one of the Elamite rulers, may have been 
considered overlord of all in some capacity, the presence of so many kings and alliances illustrates the ultimately 
fragmentary political landscape at the time. 
     73 Siwe-Palar-Huppak and Kudu-Zulush I were probably brothers and co-regents (Peyronel 2018, 222). Siruk-
tuh was a contemporary of Shamshi-Adad of Assyria (circa 1869–1837 B.C.) and possibly Zambiya of Isin (circa 
1890–1888) (Ibid., 219), therefore temporally being the likeliest match for Chedorlaomer. However, Siruk-tuh’s 
successor Siwe-Palar-Huppak with his well-known westerly ambitions fits better the situation presented in Gen. 
14. If he was indeed active during this time, his reign may have been very long. That said, here the reconstruction 
of lengths of Elamite reigns is considerably impeded by the scarcity of records pertaining to the dynastic sequence 
of the Sukkalmah dynasty (Ibid., 206). Further, all chronology of Elam hinges on that of Mesopotamia and even 
so often permits only rough synchronization (Ibid., 204; 217), the matter being compounded by Mesopotamian 
chronology itself hardly being foolproof, especially as concerns more archaic periods such as the Middle Bronze 
Age. Therefore, some latitude in matters of temporal information must be allowed for. Lastly, the Mari texts speak 
of the more obscure Kudu-Zulush I as ruling alongside Siwe-Palar-Huppak (Ibid., 222), making him a potential 
candidate as well. 
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Elamite components kudur, “servant,” and Lagamar, the name of an Elamite high goddess.74 

Kudu-Zulush I’s name contains the component kudur, but otherwise the candidates’ 

appellatives differ considerably from that of the biblical figure. However, names can become 

garbled in transcription, for example, Siwe-Palar-Huppak appearing as Sheplarkak in the 

Akkadian of the Mari texts.75 It was also common to drop the theophoric element of an Elamite 

name in order to form shortened and often otherwise distorted hypocoristics, one of the more 

extreme examples of this being the contraction of Teʾumman from the full-length Tempti-

Humpan-Inšušinak.76 Considering the potential for such great variation and distortion in but a 

single name, it is hardly damning that the biblical Chedorlaomer or Kudur-Lagamar would not 

exactly match the name of one of the above candidates. 

Now that Gen. 14’s temporal context has been approximately synchronized with that 

recorded elsewhere in ancient sources, attention is turned to a more detailed analysis of the 

relevant passages. As noted, Gen. 14:5 features both the plainly named Rephaim as well as the 

groups called Emim and Zuzim among the enemies defeated by the northern kings. Assuming 

that the later Zamzummim correspond with the Zuzim here, the Emim and Zuzim/Zamzummim 

appear again in Deut. 2:10–11 and Deut. 2:20–21, respectively. As will later be elaborated, 

these ethnonyms must have rather dated to the 15th century B.C. world of the Pentateuchal 

writer than Gen. 14’s 19th century context. Clearly the point of the anachronistic glosses was to 

illustrate to the contemporary reader that just as in the 15th century, so too were Rephaite 

populations already inhabiting the same Transjordanian region almost half a millennium earlier. 

The implication is further that the two populations were directly related to one another despite 

the considerable span of time that had lapsed between them. The Emim and 

Zuzim/Zamzummim will receive further attention in the more relevant context of Rephaite 

attestations in the Late Bronze Age Transjordan. 

Next are scrutinized the respective cities of the three different Rephaite populations of 

Gen. 14:5 as they appeared in north-south sequence. The first faction of the Rephaim was fought 

at Ashteroth-Karnaim, east of the Sea of Galilee. Like the later close association between 

Ashtaroth and Edrei (Deut. 1:4), which appear to have been two distinct toponyms, Asteroth 

and Karnaim also seem to figure as if they were “sister cities.” However, differing views have 

 
     74 Kitchen (1966, 44–45).  
     75 Peyronel (2018, 209).  
     76 Tavernier (2014, 61–66). Since it is the theophoric element that is most readily dropped, one is tempted to 
see in Kudu-Zulush I’s name a reflection of Kudur-Lagamar sans the theophoric Lagamar. This again could be 
compared to another Elamite name, Humpan-kutur, its being contracted to the mere Kutiti, the deity’s name 
Humpan having been removed with only the modified variant of kudur remaining (Ibid.). 
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also been voiced. For example, Anson Rainey has proposed that the double name Ashteroth-

Karnaim is a historical gloss that consists of both the toponym’s antiquated and more 

contemporary name.77 To further his argument, he has pointed to the various, seemingly 

parenthetical, toponyms found elsewhere throughout Gen. 14. The present author agrees that at 

least Gen. 14:2–3; 7 may contain glosses that “update” the geography to a contemporary 

audience. However, the existence of a later bond also between the Late Bronze Age Ashtaroth 

and Edrei may call his assumption into question vis-à-vis the scrutinized Ashteroth-Karnaim. 

Edrei is attested elsewhere in the Bronze Age record, whereas a toponym resembling Karnaim 

does not certainly reappear in antiquity until Hellenistic times.78  

If Ashtaroth and Edrei formed something of a pair in the Late Bronze Age, there may 

not be sufficient reason to ascribe its apparent Middle Bronze Age parallel to a mere latter-day 

gloss. Indeed, since the Ashteroth of Gen. 14 is the same that appears elsewhere in both biblical 

and extrabiblical texts, it may be that Edrei is merely a renamed Karnaim. Karnaim’s name 

probably derives from the word qeren, which can carry the meaning of strength,79 while Edrei 

likely stems from the Proto-Semitic root *ʿḏr, its best-known Hebrew derivative being zĕrōʿa,80 

usually functioning as “hand.” However, this word can also mean “power, force,”81 thus 

semantically connecting Edrei with Karnaim even if the names otherwise look completely 

unalike. This factor along with Ashtaroth’s traditional appearance together with another city 

then prompts the present study to suggest the possibility of Karnaim being but an earlier 

manifestation of Edrei. However, were this the case, one could expect the Bible to notify the 

reader of such a change, as such parenthetical remarks, whether later glosses or not, do 

occasionally appear. Be that as it may, one tradition associates Karnaim with modern-day Al-

Shaykh Saad, four kilometers north-east of Ashtaroth.82 

 
     77 Rainey (2014, 15). 
     78 Besides its lack of attestation in other Bronze Age records, neither does Karnaim appear elsewhere in the 
Bible. Some translations, for example, the New International Version, consider Amos 6:13 to make mention of it. 
However, seeing that qarnayim probably derives from qeren, which can denote strength, here the word almost 
certainly simply functions as a parallel to the verse’s preceding ḥozeq, also “strength.” Besides, the city’s 
appearance in the context of Am. 6:13 would not be geographically sensible to begin with. On the other hand, in 
the extra-biblical 1 Maccabees 5:26 and 2 Maccabees 12:21; 26 there appears a certain Karnain, and Karnion, 
respectively. While the location of this city here may roughly agree with that featured in Gen. 14, it is difficult to 
ascertain whether the two are one and the same. 1 and 2 Maccabees date to the mid-second century B.C., so close 
to two millennia separate this literature from the events depicted in Gen. 14, prompting a degree of uncertainty as 
to the possible equivalence between the toponyms.  
     79 HALOT, s.v. ןֶרֶק  
     80 Rainey (2014, 16).  
     81 HALOT, s.v. ַעֹורְז  
     82 Negev and Gibson (2005, 277).  
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Besides Edrei, particularly Ashtaroth in its Late Bronze Age context will be revisited 

with greater focus. However, it is important to observe that Ashteroth/Ashtaroth probably 

already appears as ʿs[t]ꜣtm, ʿAstartum, in the 19th century B.C. Execration Text E25.83 This 

would make the attestation roughly contemporaneous with the events depicted in Gen. 14. The 

Egyptian record may further speak of a hypothetical “Yasarum” as ruling in Ashteroth at the 

time.84 Speculative as it is, the possibility of this being a 19th century B.C. Rephaite to whom 

we can attach a name is rather thrilling. Such conjecture naturally hinges on the assumption that 

the Rephaim still dwelt in Ashteroth a few decades after the events of Gen. 14. Yet that the 

biblical record repeatedly places said group in this city in both the Middle and Late Bronze 

Ages does suggest the plausibility of their continuous presence there spanning centuries.  

Although “Yasarum” may be a candidate for history’s first Rephaite to whom we can 

attribute a name, the Execration Texts also name three Anakite rulers who may fit the profile 

as well, as will shortly be elucidated. Besides these individuals, whether or not a Rephaite per 

se, the aforementioned Egyptian record also features a southern Levantine Amorite called ʾAbí-

l-f-ʾa in text E5,85 the name of which may be interpreted as “My father is a Rephaite.” Of course, 

ultimately the most notable early individual with a name apparently alluding to the phenomenon 

of the Rephaim is Hammurabi of Babylon, whose name could be read as “Kinsman is a 

Rephaite.” Whatever the exact affiliations of “Yasarum” and other such shadowy figures, we 

find the two above presented names as bearing probable witness to the existence of the Rephaim 

by the 19th century B.C. 

Moving along, the Rephaite Zuzim/Zamzummim are said to have dwelt in Ham, which 

may be the hm of Thutmose III’s 15th century campaign record.86 Lastly, the Rephaite Emim 

are placed in the so-called Shaveh-kiriathaim.87 The city’s southern Transjordanian context 

 
     83 Albright (1941, 33). 
     84 Posener (1940, 78). As concerns this Asiatic ruler, Posener has furnished the partial reading J... ꜣw, adding 
that the fuller transcription Jšꜣw(m) is also feasible. In older Egyptian the alef ꜣ could represent a uvular trill, the 
letter often being used to transcribe the r sound of Semitic languages (Loprieno 1995, 31–35). In light of this, the 
present study raises the possibility of Jšꜣw(m) corresponding with the Amorite name Yasarum, meaning 
“righteous.” This name is encountered, for example, in the roughly contemporary Mari letters (Anbar 1991, 181).  
     85 Hoch (1994, 493–94). Hoch has further vocalized this name as *ʾAbi-rapiʾa (Ibid.). 
     86 Noth (1938, 56). Aharoni (1979, 55) placed Ham in northern Gilead, some 6.5 kilometers southwest of Irbid. 
He associated it with modern-day Hâm (Ibid., 435). Lemaire (2001, 125) saw the town as appearing in the 
ḥawwōṯêhem of the MT’s Num. 32:41, which ought to be interpreted not as “its villages,” but ḥwty hm, “the 
villages of Ham.” The Israelites subsequently renamed the town “the villages of Jair” after the eponymous tribal 
leader of Manasseh.  
     87 Once again Rainey (2014, 15) considered this compound name to represent a historical gloss. However, the 
Masoretic treatment of the toponym as a double name was probably erroneous to begin with. Most likely the so-
called “Shaveh-kiriathaim” should be rendered as something like “the wasteland of Kiriathaim,” this being the 
battlefield outside the city where the Emim fought the northern kings. Curiously, besides here in Gen. 14:5, in all 
of the Bible, the disputed word šāwê appears only once more in Gen. 14:17, now associated with a valley near 
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aligns it with considerable likelihood with the Kirjathaim or Kiriathaim associated with Sihon 

(Num. 32:37), and the Moabites (Jer. 48:1). It probably also appears in line ten of the Moabite 

Mesha Stele from circa 850 B.C.88 Kiriathaim’s identification with a modern site remains 

disputed, with such candidates having been proposed as Khirbet el-Qureye ten kilometers west 

of Madeba,89 and Qaryat el-Mekhaiyet roughly five kilometers northwest of Madeba.90 

Yohanan Aharoni has noted that all these 19th century B.C. locations associated with 

the biblical Rephaim correspond accurately with the main Middle Bronze Age centers of 

occupation along the “King’s Highway” in the Transjordan.91 Commanding prominent 

positions in the region’s geopolitical landscape, the cities must have been conspicuous 

landmarks for any passing entourage. Thus, just as the traffic of merchants may have bolstered 

their wealth, enemy eyes may have viewed the resulting opulence as an invitation to plunder. 

Since Gen. 14 indicates no association between the Transjordanian Rephaim and the 

insurrecting Canaanite cities, such a motive of simple pillage on the part of the northern kings 

is likely. However, the harm incurred in these defeats was apparently not of lasting effect since 

the Bible records the Rephaim as still inhabiting these parts centuries later, as the present study 

will shortly exhibit.   

 

2.2. The Anakim as a Subgroup of the Rephaim 

 

The biblical Anakim or Anak were a Bronze Age population centered in the southern Judaean 

Mountains and Philistia in southern Canaan (Num. 13:22; Josh. 11:21–22). In Deut. 2:10–11 of 

the MT and LXX they are recognized as ranking among the Rephaim and likened to their 

brethren in the Transjordan. Curiously no such passage associating the Anakim with the 

Rephaim exists in the Samaritan Pentateuch. They initially appear in the context of the first 

Israelite attempt to conquer Canaan from the south (Num. 13–14). In advance of this incursion 

the Israelites are said to have sent twelve tribal leaders to spy the land and bring back report. 

The men set off in the summer of circa 1445 B.C., in “the days of the first fruits of grapes” 

(Num. 13:20). Early in their forty-day tour they espied at Hebron the yĕlîḏê hāʿănāq, “the young 

 
Jerusalem. Clearly this infrequent word bore a particular relation with the setting of Gen. 14. Šāwê itself may be 
related to the Old Babylonian sawûm, “desert” (CDA 2000, 319). 
     88 Gibson (1971, 76). 
     89 Kuschke (1961, 24–31). 
     90 Aharoni (1979, 438). 
     91 Ibid., (142). Aharoni has added that Gen. 14’s itinerary also depicts faithfully such contemporary sites in the 
Negeb. 
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men of Anak” (Num. 13:22). These Anakim are further specified by the names of Ahiman, 

Sheshai, and Talmai, the three entities probably representing Anakite leaders. 

Despite finding the explored land appealing and bountiful in resources, most of the 

returning Israelite spies expressed fear of engaging in war with the intimidating Canaanites. 

The Anakim in particular struck terror in the men, as manifested in the colorful report given in 

Num. 13:33: “And there we saw the fallen ones, the sons of Anak of the fallen ones. And we 

were in our own eyes as grasshoppers, and such were we in their eyes.” If the present study 

proves justified in associating the Rephaim with heightened military prowess, it may be no 

surprise that the Rephaite Anakim too would cut such a terrible figure in the Israelite 

imagination. That said, the menace of the Anakim may have been magnified by dint of their 

simply being perhaps the first major Canaanite nation encountered by the already apprehensive 

Israelite spies. Notwithstanding the ill-boding reports and resulting trepidation, the Israelites 

did eventually muster enough courage to launch an attack the next day with a force of perhaps 

some five thousand men.92 However, this new-found bravado would amount to little, as soon 

the Amalekites and other Canaanites of the hill-countries of the Negeb and Judaea slew and 

drove the would-be invaders out of Canaan once more. While the Anakim are not explicitly 

mentioned as participating in the expulsion of the Israelites, given the geographical information 

provided in these verses, their presence too is probable.  

The Anakim are not reinvoked until forty years later on the eve of the Israelite crossing 

of the Jordan into Canaan. Thus, in Deut. 9:2 they are once more described in lofty terms, ʿam 

gāḏōl wārām bĕnê ʿănāqîm, “a people great and exalted, the sons of the Anakim.” Although 

here portrayed as if representing the chief enemy to be faced upon entering Canaan, ultimately 

 
     92 More specifically, the census conducted in Num. 1 prior to the attack seems to provide the rounded number 
of 5,550 military-age Israelite men. Modern interpretations have often treated the chapter’s key word ʾelep̄ as 
meaning “thousand,” thus resulting in the alleged number of over 600,000 Israelite warriors. Naturally such a force 
would have been impossible, a factor that critics have cited as an argument against biblical historicity. However, 
this reading ignores the diverse uses of the nominal ʾelep̄, which, while indeed often functioning as “thousand,” 
may also mean, for example, “cattle” (HALOT, s.v. I ףֶלֶא ), or, more relevantly, “clan” (HALOT, s.v. III ףֶלֶא ). While 
the exact nuance of ʾelep̄ may ultimately remain elusive in the census’ context, it likely represented a military 
division based on tribal and familial affiliation. This was also Petrie’s view early on (1906, 207). At the 
commencement of the census in Num. 1:16, ʾelep̄ appears as a parallel of ʿêḏâ and maṭṭōṯ, all of which carry the 
connotation of a tribal gathering. Since this is Numbers’ first appearance of ʾelep̄, it seems to imply that also 
hereafter the word ought to be interpreted not as “thousand,” but “clan.” Thus, for example, in the case of the tribe 
Reuben’s enumeration in Num. 1:21, instead of reading šiššā wĕʾarbāʿîm ʾelep̄ waḥămêš mêʾōṯ as signifying 
46,500 warriors, we ought to read this as: “46 clans, that is, 500 (men).” Counting through the rest of the tribes in 
the same fashion we arrive at the following statistic: 598 clans, 5,550 fighting men, a tally that Mendenhall (1958, 
60) too established. Curiously, Num. 1:46 does provide a tally that would support the “thousand” reading. 
However, the present study proposes that this verse represents a later interpolation born out of ignorance as to how 
to best interpret the original ʾelep̄. This may be hinted at by the exceptional presence of ʾălāp̄îm here instead of 
the otherwise uniform ʾ elep̄, the former being the usual biblical form when denoting the actual number “thousand.” 
If the reading of 5,550 men is correct, while a considerable force for the 15th century B.C., the biblical record does 
observe that the Israelites were still a lesser nation than any of their Canaanite adversaries (Deut. 7:1).  
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their fate is mentioned only relatively briefly in the account of conquest that follows. At the 

very end of a string of military campaigns in Canaan, circa 1402 B.C. the Israelites are said to 

have at last slain or ousted all the Anakim from the lands taken (Josh. 11:21–22). Once again it 

is the Judaean Mountains, including its cities Hebron, Debir,93 and Anab where the Anakite 

presence is reported to have been the strongest. The aforementioned Anakite Sheshai, Talmai, 

and Ahiman were also destroyed during the taking of Hebron (Josh. 15:14; Judg. 1:10). Only 

in the cities of Gaza, Gath, and Ashdod did the Anakim still remain after their expulsion from 

Hebron’s environs. After this point they no longer figure as a contemporary Bronze Age people 

in the Bible.  

Yet the Anakim may be reinvoked as late as the early sixth century B.C. as ancestors of 

the Philistines in Jeremiah 29:5 of the LXX. Here the Philistines of at least Gaza and Ashkelon 

are identified as being “remnants of the Anakim.” Assuming that the LXX represents here the 

most accurate version of all available textual traditions, this detail is unlikely to suggest that the 

Anakim were still an extant people per se. Rather, the Israelites must have viewed their 

contemporary Philistines as descending from the Anakim. The MT’s equivalent passage in Jer. 

47:5 features not the consonantsʿnqm, as expected in light of the LXX, but ʿmqm, or ʿimqām.94 

However, in the preceding verse this ʿimqām appears to be coupled with Caphtor, which is best 

identified with the Bronze Age Aegean region spanning from Crete to southwestern Anatolia.95 

Thus, one would expect Caphtor to be followed by an allusion to another ancient nation.  

It may be that the MT’s Jer. 47:4–5 should contain the following parallels, the latter of 

which is reconstructed: šĕʾêrîṯ ʾ î ḵap̄tōr, “the remnant of the island(s)/coast(s) of Caphtor,” and, 

šĕʾêrîṯ ʿnqm, “the remnant of the Anakim.” This “remnant” would naturally be the 

contemporary, doomed Philistines of Jeremiah’s prophesy. Together the Caphtorim and 

Anakim may have been viewed as constituting the ancient dual origins of the Philistines. 

Besides the Anakim being recorded as retaining a presence in Philistine cities (Josh. 11:22), the 

Caphtorim are noted as ancestors of the Philistines (Amos 9:7). Jeremiah’s association may 

have been further inspired by the appearance of the rarely occurring Caphtor or Caphtorim in 

proximity with the Anakim in Deut. 2:21–23, both groups ultimately being connected with Gaza 

 
     93 This may be the modern-day site of Khirbet Rabud (Aharoni 1979, 433), which was a town of some 
significance in the Late Bronze Age (Kochavi 1974, 28). 
     94 This likely erroneous form has naturally been translated as “valley” (HALOT, s.v. I קֶמֵע ). As for the suggested 
confusion of the hypothetical original ʿnqm with the surviving MT ʿimqām, various types of scribal errors may 
have been at play. For example, the similar-looking mem and nun letters of the Imperial Aramaic script may have 
become confused in transmission. Perhaps likelier still is the mishearing of the m and n nasals during the text’s 
possible dictation.  
     95 Mitchell (2004, 47). 
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in particular. As will be observed further along, the Ugaritic “Rpum Texts” may also associate 

Rephaim with the “Philistine”96 Anakim. 

Besides reckoning the Anakim among both the Amorites and Rephaim, the biblical 

record may yet provide further clues as to the nature of this people. Etymologically “Anakim” 

probably derives from the root ʿnq, which carries connotations of placing something around 

one’s neck.97 From this is derived, in addition to the already familiar ethnonym in discussion, 

also the common noun “necklace,”98 both words being vocalized identically in the MT as ʿ ănāq. 

Therefore, as a proper noun, “Anak” could be interpreted as denoting someone who wears a 

necklace or any other object hung around one’s neck, a possible rendering then being, for 

example, “necklace/neckband wearer.” 

The name of these “neckband wearers” may yet form a serendipitous link between the 

Anakim of southern Canaan and the faraway Middle Bronze Age Ugarit. After an occupational 

hiatus at the site of Ugarit starting circa 2200 B.C., the area was eventually resettled by tribal 

groups of Amorite extraction at the beginning of the second millennium B.C.99 Around 1800 

the settlement began speedily developing into a socially and materially sophisticated society. It 

remained ostensibly stable and essentially Amorite in character until its sudden and final demise 

some six hundred years later, circa 1190, during the so-called Bronze Age collapse.100 However, 

before the city’s rapid urban expansion and indeed any permanent settlement, its acropolis was 

used exclusively as a burial site circa 1900–1800, perhaps suggesting that the population was 

still primarily nomadic at this stage.101 It remains disputed whether these twentieth century B.C. 

tomb-builders were direct predecessors of the soon to follow permanent settlers responsible for 

the site’s urbanism.102 Whatever the case, whether close tribesmen or not, the bronze weaponry 

of the tomb-builders reveals them as Amorites,103 at the very least suggesting affinity with the 

likewise Amorite city-builders present at the site from 1800 onwards. 

 
     96 The present study will not delve deeply into the question of a possible Philistine presence in the Levant prior 
to the late 13th century B.C., as is asserted in Gen. 21:32 (19th century), Ex. 13:17 (15th century), Josh. 13:1 (14th 
century), and perhaps indirectly in KTU 1.22:I:17–19 of the Ugaritic “Rpum Texts” (possibly 14th century). When 
the term “Philistine” is later employed in a pre-13th century context, its main purpose is to denote inhabitants of 
the coastal region traditionally associated with the Philistines, without drawing far-reaching conclusions about a 
possible Aegean, indeed Philistine, presence there already prior to the tail end of the Bronze Age.  
     97 HALOT, s.v. קנע  
     98 HALOT, s.v. I קָנֲע  
     99 Singer (1999, 608–9).  
     100 Buck (2018, 312–15).  
     101 Ibid., (122). 
     102 For example, Silver (2000, 186) has championed the view of continuity between the two layers of material 
remains and thus their producers, whereas Buck (2018, 125–26) has expressed skepticism towards this 
interpretation. On a similar note, see Callot (2011, 91).  
     103 Lönnqvist et al. (2011, 200). 
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Observing the remains of the aforementioned necropolis in the early days of excavation 

at the site, the archaeologist Claude Schaeffer dubbed the newcomer tomb-builders as 

“neckband carriers” on account of the opulently ornamented neckbands found in their tombs.104 

If a modern-day observer would consider this aspect of Ugarit’s early material culture so 

distinctive as to warrant such an epithet, the same may have been true in regards to their Amorite 

brethren, the Anakite “neckband wearers” of southern Canaan almost four millennia earlier. In 

addition to the discovery of the ornamental neckbands and other valuables, the tombs have 

notably yielded various Egyptian objects. This not only helps to date the sepulchers to 1900–

1800,105 but may also imply considerable contact with the Egyptian world.  

As the Amorites continued to expand throughout the Middle Bronze Age Fertile 

Crescent, the Egyptians too recorded their growing presence within Egypt’s sphere of influence 

in the southern Levant. For example, the 12th dynasty Execration Texts, dating to roughly 1850–

1800, attest to various Amorite individuals along with their habitations. These were Asiatic 

enemies, potential or actual, whom the Egyptians ritually cursed by writing their names on pots 

and figurines that were subsequently shattered. Previously the present study has entertained the 

possibility of the biblical patriarch Abram appearing in one of these texts. Of perhaps even 

greater assuredness is the synchronicity found between the biblical Anakim and their apparent 

19th century Execration Texts counterpart, Iy-ʿnq.106 Similarly to the three names associated 

with the later biblical Anakim of the 15th century, here too the ʿnq are further connected to three 

individual rulers, each of whom bears an Amorite name: ʿrm, ʾbymw, and ʿkrm.107 

If indeed not mere coincidence that three entities be repeatedly associated with the 

Anakim in different texts separated by centuries, this phenomenon could bespeak an age-old 

custom peculiar to said group. The rulership of three may have been a triumvirate-like form of 

shared governance that reigned over the whole collective. Alternatively, the rulers could have 

been heads of three separate tribes of the Anakim that had existed since at least the time of the 

Execration Texts. Naturally such inquiries may be impossible to ascertain due to the meagre 

data at our disposal, yet the continuous association of the Anakim with three individual figures 

must hold some meaning. The Egyptian attestation of three rulers is also important in that it 

bolsters the interpretation of the biblical entities Ahiman, Sheshai, and Talmai too as 

representing individual men as opposed to collectives such as tribes.  

 
     104 Schaeffer (1948, 23). 
     105 Buck (2018, 122).  
     106 ANET, 328. 
     107 Ibid. Hoch (1994, 492) has vocalized the latter two (E2–3) as follows: ʾAbi-Yammu and ʿAkram. 
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However, although the Anakim may have retained the conservative custom of 

possessing three rulers, whatever its implications, this need not imply that their ethnic 

composition would have necessarily remained static and homogeneous. Unlike the uniformly 

Amorite names found among the 19th century Anakite rulers, according to Richard Hess the 

biblical record’s 15th century Sheshai and Talmai possessed Hurrian-based names.108 He has 

argued the same for the kings Piram of Jarmuth and Hoham of Hebron,109 these two also being 

contemporary kings of southern Judaea in Joshua’s conquest record (Josh. 10:3). Clearly 

Hurrian elements had become firmly entrenched in the ethnic patchwork of Canaan by the Late 

Bronze Age, their Mitanni-related presence as witnessed in the Amarna letters being only the 

most recent of other such migrations.110 Indeed, the personal names of a cuneiform economic 

text unearthed at Hebron (Tell Rumeida) bear witness to a mixed Amorite-Hurrian population 

existing there already in the 17th to 16th centuries B.C.111  

The present study will not be drawing far-reaching conclusions concerning the ethnic 

composition of the 15th century B.C. Anakim on the basis of but two rulers’ names. However, 

if the interpretation of the names is correct, the Bible would imply that a Rephaite population 

like that of the Anakim could absorb elements outside of its assumed Amoritish founding stock 

yet not lose its essentially Rephaite character in the process. This naturally brings to the 

forefront the ever-pestering question of what actually qualifies one as a Rephaite, whether such 

an affiliation be ethnic or social, or perhaps rather a combination of both. Another matter, 

riveting but perhaps impossible to satisfactorily address, is the possibility of the presumably 

Rephaite military elite not only living alongside the likewise militaristic Maryannu, but in fact 

merging somehow in the form of the apparently Hurrian-influenced Anakim. 

Hebron deserves further attention as this was said to have been the dwelling place of 

Ahiman, Sheshai, and Talmai (Num. 13:22), and thus lay at the center of Anakite territory. 

According to Josh. 14:15, its previous name had been Kirjatharba, “Town of the four,” the 

etymology of which may still have borne affinity with the later “Hebron,” which in turn 

probably derived from the root ḥbr, “to ally oneself.”112 In light of this, one is naturally tempted 

to draw connections between such etymologies and the region’s persistent presence of several 

Anakite rulers likely joined together in a confederacy of sorts.  

 
     108 Hess (1997, 34–36).  
     109 Ibid.  
     110 This influence is apparent in the various Hurrian and Indo-Aryan, or otherwise Hurrian-inspired, names of 
rulers that figure in the 14th century B.C. Amarna texts. These include, for example, Tagi of Gintikirmil (EA 264–
66), Šuwardata of Gath (EA 278–84; 366), and Abdi-Heba of Jerusalem (EA 285–90). 
     111 Hess (2007, 136). 
     112 HALOT, s.v. II רבח  
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However, Hebron’s name may have also derived from the biblical account of Abram’s 

entering into an alliance with the Amorite associates Mamre, Eschol, and Aner in the city’s 

environs in the 19th century B.C. (Gen. 14:13). This factor in turn gives rise to the possibility 

of Kirjatharba, “Town of the four,” in fact referring to this very pact forged between these four 

allies. Furthermore, Abram’s narrative displays again the association of the Hebron area with 

three prominent figures, leading one to suspect his confederates of also ranking among the 

Anakim even if they are here never specified as such. Be that as it may, the three Amorite 

chieftains would have been roughly contemporaneous with the three Anakite rulers of the 19th 

century Egyptian Execration Texts. If the suspicion of Abram’s allies as representing Anakite 

individuals proves justified, we would have a total of three separate instances of three rulers 

being associated with the Anakim, two of which derive from the biblical record while one is of 

Egyptian provenance. That Abram’s partners are called brothers is also noteworthy, although 

the word ʾāḥ here need not necessitate blood brothers, but could denote kinsmen more 

generally, or even companions and countrymen not at all related by blood.113 

The MT interprets Hebron or Kirjatharba as being originally founded by the eponymous 

figure named Arba who is also called the father of the Anakim. However, that the LXX 

altogether lacks such passages in the equivalent verses raises suspicion of Masoretic 

interpolation. This may have sprung from the name Kirjatharba having been viewed as denoting 

the city’s belonging to one figure rather than simply meaning “Town of the four,” the etymology 

of which may be supplied by Abram’s narrative itself. Be that as it may, the present study rejects 

the relevant Masoretic version with its additions as likely spurious.   

Returning to the significance of Hebron, the city enjoyed its heyday in the 17th to 16th 

centuries B.C., its regional importance being underscored by the massive wall that girded the 

settlement and covered a large area.114 Importantly, the previously observed Hebronite 

economic cuneiform text from the same period attests to writing being known and employed 

for purposes of administration and religious life in the late Middle Bronze Age southern 

Canaan.115 Hess has further noted that these textual remains bear resemblance to the writings 

found at Hazor, which in turn may date to as early as the 19th century B.C., and the other 

Amorite cultures north of southern Canaan, especially Mari.116 Considering this continuum of 

“Amorite super-culture,” it is again plausible that the Anakite “neckband wearers” of the 

 
     113 HALOT, s.v. I חָא  
     114 Naʾaman (2005, 180). 
     115 Hess (2007, 136).  
     116 Ibid. 
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southern Levant may have shared an intimate connection with the Amorite originators of 

Middle Bronze Age Ugarit’s ornamental grave goods. 

There is also the plethora of Egyptian material culture found at Middle Bronze Age 

Ugarit,117 the origin of which may have been the assumed to-and-fro interaction between related 

Amorite groups along the Levantine coastal area.118 Dwelling near the Egyptians, the Amorite 

Anakim may have held a particularly advantageous middleman position in the spread of 

Egyptian wares to Ugarit. On the other hand, influences could also move in the opposite 

direction, as showcased by Egypt’s most famous Asiatic settlement, Avaris (Tell el-Dabʿa). 

Indeed, Manfred Bietak has stated that the material remains at the site indicate that at least a 

substantial number of Avaris’ settlers probably ultimately originated from the northern 

Levant.119 Such factors may help to explain Num. 13:22’s parenthetical remark about Hebron 

being rebuilt seven years before Zoan in Egypt. The latter toponym’s identity is unclear,120 but 

from context it can be assumed that this Zoan held some degree of importance for the Asiatic 

world, perhaps being an early Egyptian settlement of theirs. Seeing that Hebron experienced a 

resettling and rebuilding in the early Middle Bronze Age, this may have also anticipated the 

intensifying Canaanite presence in Egypt’s eastern Nile Delta throughout Egypt’s 13th dynasty 

(circa 1800–1650 B.C.).121  

Num. 13:22 may then imply that the inhabitants of Hebron and its surroundings were 

particularly prominent in the early Asiatic colonizing of Egypt. Furthermore, these Amorites, 

including the Anakim, had probably arrived from the northern Levant relatively recently. Thus 

could be forged a meaningful connection between the Anakim and the Amorite world of the 

 
     117 Buck (2018, 124). 
     118 Helck (1995, 87–90) has observed that the Egyptian objects, most notably royal statues, found at early 
second millennium B.C. Ugarit were originally erected in temples and graves in Egypt itself. Yet their eventual 
appearance at Ugarit would have owed to Asiatic pillage of Egyptian tombs and subsequent long-distance 
‘antiquities trade.’ Bolstering this possibility of belligerent acquisition is the fact that these statues were 
deliberately mutilated (Yon 1997, 28) and found near the temples of Baal and Dagan, thus perhaps representing 
ex-voto spoils (Yon 1991, 275–76). Such factors seem to cast doubt on the possibility of such objects having 
reached Ugarit by mercantile or diplomatic means under the auspices of the Egyptians themselves. As Singer 
(1999, 614–16; 622) has noted, there is little evidence of direct Egyptian contact, whether warlike or peaceful, 
with Ugarit during the period of roughly 2000–1650 B.C. 
     119 Bietak (2010, 163). 
     120 Following a common view, Naʾaman (1981, 488–92) has associated Zoan with the Egyptian Tanis of the 
north-eastern Nile Delta, best known as the pharaonic seat of power of Egypt’s 21st dynasty (circa 1069–945 B.C.). 
He has further drawn parallels between Num. 13:22’s seven-year figure concerning Hebron and king David’s 
seven-year reign in this very city, also observing a rough temporal match between the establishment of David’s 
short-lived capital and that of the Egyptian Tanis (Ibid., 489–90). In Naʾaman’s view here is a question of an 
editorial attempt on the Israelites’ part to synchronize the founding of the two nations’ respective capitals. 
Although an inventive if conjectural proposal, Naʾaman’s argument takes for granted the uncertified 
correspondence between Zoan and Tanis, while disregarding the significance of Middle Bronze Age Canaanite 
cities like Hebron vis-à-vis the Asiatic settling of the Nile Delta in the 13th dynasty. 
     121 Mourad (2015, 227–31). 
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northern Levant, including that of Ugarit with its intriguing material culture.122 As will be 

further elucidated, Anakite affiliation with Ugarit may be further evinced in the “Rpum Texts” 

and their possible mention of “the remnant of the Anakim.” 

 

2.3. The Rephaim in the Late Bronze Age Transjordan  

 

Whereas in Gen. 14 the bygone Rephaim and their dwellings are mentioned only passingly, the 

biblical record bestows greater attention on their Late Bronze Age counterparts of nearly half a 

millennium later. Not only do they figure prominently in the early texts of Numbers, 

Deuteronomy, and Joshua, but they continue to be recalled in later writings like the Psalms (for 

example, Ps. 136:19–21). Such was the lasting impression left by the Rephaite Amorites and 

their mighty kings still lording it over the Transjordan towards the end of the 15th century B.C.  

In advance of launching a renewed invasion of Canaan the Israelites are said to have 

annexed much of the Transjordan circa 1407 B.C. Rather than storming Canaan from the south, 

as had been defectively attempted thirty-eight years earlier, now the strategy was to establish a 

staging area east of the river Jordan. Thence a westward attack could be commenced into the 

very heart of central Canaan. However, two hostile Amorite kingdoms had to be toppled for the 

Israelites to gain a firm footing east of the Jordan. First they faced the Amorite king Sihon, 

whom they defeated in battle at Jahaz (Num. 21:23–24). Next they continued northwards and 

met with another Amorite ruler, king Og of Bashan. The two parties gave battle at Edrei where 

Og and his people too were destroyed (Num. 21:33–35).  

Of particular relevance to the present study is the fact that king Og is referred to as 

having been the last of the remaining Rephaim (Deut. 3:11). Moreover, although his fellow 

Amorite monarch Sihon is not explicitly called a Rephaite, it will be presently argued that the 

biblical record indicates that he too qualified as one. Next follows a more detailed analysis of 

these two entities and their nations as they appear in their respective biblical episodes. 

 

2.3.1. King Sihon of Heshbon  

 

Hoping to cross the Jordan from the east, the Bible tells of the Israelites sending envoys to the 

Amorite king Sihon to seek permission for peaceful passage through his lands (Num. 21:21–

22; Deut. 2:26–29). The Israelites promised to journey only along the aforementioned “King’s 

 
     122 Notably, Mallet (2008, 77) has observed that Ugarit’s early second millennium B.C. material culture bears 
particularly strong resemblance with that found at the Egyptian Avaris (Tell el-Dabʿa). 
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Highway.” Although cutting through Sihon’s kingdom, they must have hoped for this 

international trade route to provide some degree of immunity. However, viewing them as a 

military threat, Sihon mustered his armies and marched out to meet the Israelites, only to be 

defeated at Jahaz “by the edge of the sword” (Num. 21:23–24; Deut. 2:30–36).123 Num. 21:32, 

however, suggests that the Israelites did not ultimately take all of Sihon’s kingdom in one fell 

swoop upon defeating him at Jahaz. Rather, to complete the conquest, at least one additional 

theater of war had to be opened at Jazer/Jaazer and its surrounding towns, which the Israelites 

reconnoitered and subsequently took. In the fighting’s aftermath all of Sihon’s lands and cities 

were taken by force. His possessions extended from the river Arnon in the south to the river 

Jabbok in the north, being bordered by the Dead Sea and the river Jordan in the west, and the 

wilderness and land of the Ammonites in the east (Josh. 12:2–3; Judg. 11:22; Num. 21:24). The 

southern half of Sihon’s former kingdom was allotted to the Israelite tribe of Reuben while the 

northern half was inherited by the tribe of Gad (Num. 32:33–38; Josh. 13:15–28).  

The verses devoted to the conquest of Sihon’s kingdom are brief and provide little detail 

about the military action itself. Stress is laid on the utter overpowering of all of Sihon’s lands 

and subjects, the latter of whom were apparently all put to the sword, with only their livestock 

being kept alive as plunder (Deut. 2:34–35).124 Whether or not one suspects more nuanced 

events to lurk behind the largely straightforward account of total conquest, it is obvious enough 

that the Israelites retained a formidable, even dominant, presence in the area of Sihon’s former 

kingdom for centuries to come. Thus, for example, the Moabite Stone of king Mesha (the 

 
     123 Of more minor interest may be the detail of five princes of the nomadic Midianites being allied with Sihon 
and living on his lands (Josh. 13:21). Compare this with the 19th century B.C. Egyptian Execration Texts mention 
of the chiefs (wrw) of kwšw (Hiebert 1986, 89–90), the equivalent of the Masoretic kūšān, which again, is a parallel 
of Midian (Habakkuk 3:7). It is worth noting the possibility of the preceding kūšān being a corruption of kwš w, 
with the presumed conjunctive waw having been mistaken for a similar-looking final nun (ו versus ן). Kūšān 
appears nowhere else in the biblical record, whereas kūš is standard. In the passage recording the fall of Sihon’s 
Midianite allies is also mentioned the demise of the non-Israelite prophet Balaam. He figures prominently in Num. 
22–24, yet is also later invoked in the extrabiblical Jordan valley inscription of Deir 'Alla dated to circa 800 B.C. 
(Robker 2019, 274). For the inscription, see Ibid., (279–81). 
     124 Hyperbolic rhetoric is not uncommon in ancient Near Eastern military accounts. See, for example, Kitchen’s 
demonstration of greatly exaggerated language in Thutmose III’s Egyptian campaign against the Mitanni, or that 
of the Moabite Mesha’s vis-à-vis the Israelites, respectively (2003, 173–74). Indeed, such rhetoric can be found in 
the Bible too. For example, Josh. 10:40 speaks of the total vanquishment of Israel’s enemies in the southernmost 
parts of Canaan. Yet this claim is considerably offset by the continued or renewed presence of various non-
Israelites in the conquered area not long thereafter (Judg. 1). Still, compared to the Joshua example, the lack of 
later acknowledgment of any vestiges of non-Israelites in the region of Sihon’s former kingdom does suggest that 
said king’s subjects truly were all eliminated, if not physically, at least some segments thereof having been 
banished (Num. 21:32). Despite the prominence of the verb ḥrm here with its expected connotations of destruction 
of religious impurity and the practitioners thereof, the word’s presence in all its biblical variability does not 
unequivocally support the interpretation of wholesale annihilation. For further discussion on the use of the word 
in different Northwest Semitic texts, see Trimm (2017, 390–92). However, due to the above observed lack of 
subsequent record of Sihon’s subjects in the conquered lands, going forward, the present study will assume the 
extensive destruction of his people.  
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selfsame Mesha of the Bible’s 2 Kings 3:4) could still acknowledge centuries later, circa 840 

B.C.: wʾš gd yšb bʾrṣ ʿṭrt mʿlm, “And the men of Gad had dwelt in the land of Ataroth since 

ancient times.”125 Besides bearing witness more generally to the long-time occupancy of the 

Israelites in this area, this statement echoes precisely the Bible’s mention of the tribe of Gad 

settling in this very city in Num. 32:34. Israelite presence in Canaan, and by extension, the 

Transjordan, around the first half of the 14th century B.C. is also plausibly attested in an 

Egyptian topographic list found on the Berlin Statue Pedestal Relief No. 21687. Here Peter van 

der Veen et al. have convincingly argued for the appearance of Israel in the archaic form of ʾIꜣ-

šr-ʾil or Yꜣ-šr-ʾil, their being one of the Asiatic nations mentioned beside Ashkelon and 

Canaan.126  

Where some of the finer details regarding the war against Sihon may have been glossed 

over, the resulting territorial acquisitions taken from him, their divisions, and the boundaries 

thereof, receive all the more attention in Num. 32:33–38 and Josh. 13:15–28. It may be 

superfluous at this juncture to detail most of the numerous towns, geographical features, and 

boundary zones described in these passages. However, Num. 32:37–38 does include the 

interesting aside about the Israelites renaming at least the captured towns of Heshbon, Elealeh, 

Kiriathaim, Nebo, and Baal-meon, the names just listed being the new ones. This is a 

noteworthy detail since it would explain the unlikelihood of any of these towns figuring by 

recognizable names in the earlier, albeit slim, Egyptian records pertaining to the Transjordan. 

On the other hand, we do encounter the persistent appearance of other toponyms of the Bronze 

Age Transjordan not only in later biblical texts, as expected, but also in other important records, 

like the aforementioned Moabite Stone. Here there continue to figure such towns relevant to 

the foregoing Sihon narrative as Kiriathaim, Ataroth, Jahaz, Dibon,127 and Aroer. However, as 

a testament to the region’s ever-fluctuating power dynamics, by this point in the ninth century, 

all these towns had changed hands from the Israelites to the Moabites. 

 
     125 Gibson (76, 1971). The relevant passage is found in line ten of the stele. 
     126 van der Veen et al. (2010, 15–25). As for the dating of the inscription, the reigns of Amenhotep II, 
Amenhotep III, and Ramesses II have been suggested (Ibid., 20). Amenhotep II’s reign circa 1427–1400 B.C. may 
be too early in relation to the biblical chronology, while Ramesses II’s era circa 1279–1213 seems late considering 
the more archaic orthography of the inscription’s Egyptian. The general timeframe of Amenhotep III’s reign circa 
1390–1352 may yet represent the best match, allowing for a temporal context in which the Israelites would have 
already become entrenched enough in Canaan’s geopolitical landscape. However, as tentatively proposed by van 
der Veen et al., the 13th century Ramesside dating also remains plausible. For more, see Zwickel and van der Veen 
(2017). 
     127 Concerning the Egyptian records, besides Moab (mʾbw) itself, Redford (1982a, 55–74; 1982b, 115–19) has 
proposed that the tpn in Thutmose III’s list of Transjordanian toponyms be Dibon. If so, this would place the 
Egyptian attestation in the 15th century B.C., only shortly before the Israelite conquest in the area. 
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Of Sihon’s towns, particularly prominent was Heshbon, his seat of power and place of 

dwelling: “For Heshbon was the city of Sihon king of the Amorites” (Num. 21:26). It was from 

here that he ruled and waged his wars against not only the Israelites, but also the Moabites and 

Ammonites before them. While the location of Sihon’s Heshbon is disputed, the ancient city is 

commonly associated with Tell Hisban,128 a mound twenty kilometers southwest of Amman. 

The site’s name certainly matches that of the biblical one, but its oldest occupation layer does 

not extend back beyond the 12th century B.C.,129 therefore not fitting the temporal framework 

of the 15th century Heshbon. On the other hand, Tell Umayri in its vicinity does reach back well 

into the Bronze Age, and its strong fortifications dating to circa 1600 certainly do evoke 

impressions of the assumed grandeur that must have been Sihon’s Amorite capital. Alas, the 

site appears to have been uninhabited between 1550 and 1350 B.C.130  

Ultimately the present study suggests that the most promising candidate proves to be 

the Bronze Age site of Tell Jalul despite the nearby Tell Hisban obviously representing 

Heshbon’s namesake. Commenting on the incongruity between Heshbon’s temporal timeframe 

and that of Tell Hisban, Siegfried Horn has argued that Sihon’s Late Bronze Age city may have 

been located at a different site. Citing Num. 32:37, which speaks of the Israelites rebuilding 

Heshbon and other cities sometime following the conquests, Horn proposed that this may have 

been a later gloss into the original 15th century B.C. text.131 This possibility is considerable, the 

present author must add, when one considers the aforementioned, general acknowledgement in 

Num. 32:34–38 of a number of cities having been renamed at this juncture.132  

While many of these cities never reappear in the Bible, all those that do, do not figure 

again in the texts until a post-Bronze Age setting. Their absence in the centuries that follow the 

15th century conquests may indicate that they were long abandoned by the Israelites. Their 

eventual rebuilding, renaming, and at times possible relocating, may then have prompted the 

possible above interpolation. It is feasible that the Israelites resorted to such measures due to 

 
     128 Macdonald (2000, 93).  
     129 Horn (1982, 7). 
     130 Herr and Clark (2009, 68–97). 
     131 Horn (1982, 9–10). Horn has further supplied examples of the names of biblical cities shifting from one 
place to another, one such being the case of the Old Testament Jericho (Tell es-Sultan). By New Testament times 
a location roughly two kilometers southwest of the older Jericho was now being called by this name. Further along, 
modern Jericho lies another two kilometers east of the New Testament one, the name having thus drifted to at least 
two different locations over the course of history. Factors like this should dissuade the modern scholar from the 
hasty and simplistic association of Sihon’s Heshbon with Tell Hisban merely due to similar names when the 
biblical text is otherwise chronologically at odds with such an identification. 
     132 The Mesha Stele similarly speaks of the Moabites rebuilding, among other places, some of the very cities 
that the Israelites too were said to have restored sometime previously in Num. 32:34–38. These were Aroer, Baal-
meon, Dibon (Qarho), and Kiriathaim, appearing in lines 26, 30, 21, and 10, respectively (Gibson 1971, 75–77). 
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the original cities having been so devastated during their taking from Sihon as to require new 

beginnings. Keeping an open mind vis-à-vis Heshbon’s possible relocation, Tell Jalul 

represents an ideal temporal correspondence with Sihon’s city, with its occupation layers dating 

to various periods throughout the Bronze and Iron Ages, including the relevant 15th century 

B.C.133 Importantly, Tell Jalul is also the largest mound in the central Jordanian plateau,134 

outstripping in size the nearby competitors Tell Hisban and Tell Umayri.135 It would have 

commanded the region in its own time. 

Another factor that seems to favor Tell Jalul as the site of Sihon’s Heshbon is the 

corrupted verse of Num. 21:30, the entirety of which will not be reconstructed here. Yet, 

particular attention should be drawn to the appearance of the so-called nōp̄āḥ in the relevant 

passage. Although treated as a toponym in the Masoretic tradition, alone that this hypothetical 

town does not appear elsewhere in the Bible renders such an interpretation suspect. In the 

LXX’s corresponding passage it does not appear at all. Therefore, the present study proposes 

that the consonants npḥ should be read as some kind of verbal form derived from the root npḥ, 

“to blow, to set aflame.”136 Although no less corrupted in its own way, the equivalent verse in 

the LXX seems to support such a reading with its presence of the word “fire.” Glossing then 

over the finer details of interpretation and textual reconstruction, a corrected Num. 21:30 seems 

to speak of Heshbon being so devastated by the Israelites that its flames were blown as far as 

the town of Medeba. Not only does Medeba appear closely associated with Heshbon in verses 

like Josh. 13:9; 16–17, but the site of Tell Jalul is indeed located a mere five kilometers east of 

Medeba (modern Madaba). If Tell Jalul then represents Sihon’s Heshbon, as the present study 

tentatively suggests, the description of the city’s far-reaching, fiery destruction may have been 

rather a literal one than mere poetic embellishment. The question of these corrupted verses in 

Num. 21 and the poem contained therein will be shortly revisited.  

Indeed, it is Sihon’s Heshbon that plays a central role in some of the most intriguing 

information regarding the broader geopolitical situation in the southern Transjordan prior to the 

arrival of the Israelites there. Most of this data can be gleaned from the brief account of past 

Amorite-Moabite conflicts contained in Num. 21:26–30. Apparently Sihon had been warring 

 
     133 Ibach Jr. (1978, 220–22), Horn (1982, 11), and Boling (1988, 47).  
     134 Younker et al. (2011, 58). 
     135 Whichever of the primary candidates may prove to be Sihon’s Heshbon, it is worth mentioning that all three 
were located near to where the ancient “King’s Highway” would have run (Dijkstra and Vriezen 2015, 89), thus 
ensuring a beneficial geopolitical position for Heshbon. This factor may also shed more light on Sihon’s reluctance 
to allow the Israelites passage on a road that probably passed so close by his capital and its suburbs (Num. 21:21–
23).  
     136 HALOT, s.v. חפנ  
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with the former king of Moab, Zippor the father of the now incumbent king Balak, from whom 

he had conquered Moabite territory as far as the river Arnon. Recently, Israel Finkelstein et al. 

have proposed that Balak may also appear mentioned in line 31 of the extrabiblical Mesha 

Stele.137 Nadav Naʾaman has further viewed the relevant line to read: “And as for Ḥāwrônên, 

there dwelt Ba[lak],”138 the aforementioned locale likely being the biblical Horonaim of 

southern Moab (Jeremiah 48:34).  

If Naʾaman’s reading is correct, it may not only corroborate the existence of the Moabite 

king, but perhaps also the contemporary geopolitical situation in Moab as reflected in the Bible. 

Biblically the city of Dibon was considered the capital of the Moabites ever since they drove 

out the Israelites thence, which according to line 28 of the Mesha Stele would have taken place 

in the ninth century B.C.139 However, before the long-time Israelite occupation, Num. 21:30 

implies that already in the Bronze Age Dibon had been the foremost Moabite city until it was 

taken by Sihon. Dispossessed of much of their former lands, the Moabites were relegated to the 

area south of the river Arnon. This disruptive change may then have been reflected in Balak’s 

seat possibly being located at Horonaim as opposed to the traditional Dibon. Thus, we may 

witness here the biblical and Moabite texts complimenting each other in illuminating the 

otherwise poorly known geopolitical situation of early Moab.         

In similar fashion, the short poem contained in Num. 21:27–30 also provides crucial 

information about events in this region. Here is recounted Sihon’s past onslaught against the 

Moabites. For reasons not readily apparent, there are a number of considerable differences 

between the Masoretic, Samaritan, Septuagint, and Peshitta versions of said text, although not 

of such magnitude as to obscure the general gist of its content. The differences between the 

various manuscripts are too many or otherwise insignificant to warrant here a thorough analysis 

of each detectable incongruity. However, it may be worth noting that the LXX appears to 

preserve best the sense of parallelism that was likely intended. In the poetic biblical texts it is 

this parallelism, that is, the coupling of words or phrases with parallel meanings to create 

definite patterns, that is the most common rhetorical device in said genre.140 Thus in Num. 

21:27–30 we find, among others, such equivalent pairs as “built” and “established,” “fire” and 

“flame,” “Heshbon” and “the city of Sihon,” and “Moab” and “people of Chemosh.”  

 
     137 Finkelstein et al. (2019, 3). More specifically, it is suggested that line 31 may ultimately not contain a 
reference to the Davidic dynasty, bt[d]wd – compare with bytdwd of the Tell Dan Stele (Biran and Naveh 1993, 
81–98) – as has often been interpreted by various scholars, for example, the early proponent Lemaire (1994, 18). 
Instead, Finkelstein et al. have argued that here should be read blq, “Balak.” 
     138 Naʾaman (2019, 192–97). 
     139 Gibson (1971, 77).  
     140 Dobbs-Allsopp (2015, 3). 
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Bearing this in mind, the present study suggests that, for example, at the end of Num. 

21:28 the original text should be read as something like blʿh bmwt ʾrnn, rather than the baʿălê 

bāmōṯ ʾ arnōn, or bʿly bmwt ʾ rnn, that we find in the MT and SP, but also echoed by the Peshitta. 

The latter excerpt would be translated as “the lords of the high places of Arnon.” However, in 

the LXX we find in place of the MT’s and SP’s Hebrew bʿly, “lords of,” the Greek verb 

katapinō, “to swallow.” This discrepancy may be explained by a metathesis that would have 

occurred in the likely original verb blʿ, whose letters were jumbled into the bʿl, “lord,” of the 

MT and SP. The verb blʿ means “to swallow up,” thus paralleling the above Greek katapinō. 

The letter yod at the end of the MT and SP bʿl, which renders it into a masculine plural construct 

state, is likely also a misreading of the original letter he. This may be explained, for instance, 

by the relatively similar appearance of the Paleo-Hebrew script he and yod. So, instead of the 

MT and SP bʿly, “the lords of,” we should find blʿh, “(it) swallowed up,” the verb here being 

the third person singular feminine Perfect, corresponding both grammatically and semantically 

with its preceding parallel ʾklh, “(it) ate up.” The subject of both verbs would be the feminine 

noun lhbh, “flame.” 

Thus follows the proposed consonantal reconstruction of Num. 21:28, with each parallel 

being bolded:  

 

ky ʾš yṣʾh mḥšbwn, (For a fire went out of Heshbon,) 

lhbh mqryt syḥn; (a flame from Sihon’s city;) 

ʾlkh ʿd mwʾb, (it ate up as far as Moab,) 

blʿh bmwt ʾrnn. (it swallowed up the heights of Arnon.) 

 

This one verse alone would then contain a total of four neatly arranged synonymous parallels 

in the ABAB structure. In fact, the last verse of this poem, Num. 21:30, is also clearly corrupted 

with the LXX on the one hand, and MT and SP on the other, yielding discrepant and even 

partially incoherent readings. A confident enough reconstruction of this verse, “lost” parallels 

and all, can also be performed via close consideration of the chief manuscripts and the textual 

variations between them. However, at this juncture, the above digression should suffice in 

illustrating how problematic biblical texts may be rehabilitated to a state that might at least 

approach the underlying urtext. 

From the previously discussed biblical verses we see that Sihon’s hegemony in the 

region may have gone back a generation or so, but just how much beyond this recent past his 

and his ilk’s presence extended may be impossible to establish. From Gen. 14:5 it is evident 
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that the Amorite Rephaim, perhaps direct predecessors of Sihon and his people, had inhabited 

or even dominated the area since at least some half a millennium earlier. Yet the balance of 

power in the region likely shifted over the centuries. For example, Num. 21:27–30 appears to 

describe a nascent Amorite hegemony that had only just snatched various territories from the 

Moabites. According to Josh. 13:25 Sihon had also conquered half of the Ammonite territory 

to the east, a state of affairs asserted by the Ammonites themselves several centuries later in 

Judg. 11:13; 26.  

Such factors may then explain why Sihon is simply either titled king of the city of 

Heshbon or the more indefinite “king of the Amorites” (Num. 21:21). On the other hand, his 

fellow Amorite monarch to the north, Og, has the more definite territory of Bashan to his name. 

One is tempted to speculate that this lack of an explicit name for Sihon’s lands bespeaks the 

recent shift of power being such that his, and later the Israelites’, freshly acquired conquests 

constituted a territory as yet ill-defined and unstable. Nonetheless, Sihon’s jealous defense of 

his borders against the would-be Israelite passerby does indicate a prickly sense of sovereignty. 

Another explanation for the Bible’s lack of a more definite territorial designation may lie in the 

Israelites’ formal policy of non-aggression towards the Moabites and Ammonites (Deut. 2:9; 

2:19). Seeing that much of Sihon’s lands now taken had formerly belonged to just these two 

nations, the biblical record may have glossed over their incidental conquest by omitting the 

naming of territories that could be traced back to Moab and Ammon. Thus, we find no specific 

name for the lands once possessed by Sihon.  

Nonetheless, soon the Israelites did name the northern half of Sihon’s former, 

“nameless” kingdom “Gad” and (southern) “Gilead” after their own tribal and patriarchal 

traditions. In contrast, the southern half of the lands taken from Sihon and now inhabited by the 

tribe of Reuben never did receive much of a name in the early biblical texts despite the region’s 

otherwise clearly defined boundaries and toponymic features. Rather here figures more 

indefinite talk of inheritances, borders, and lands of “the sons of Reuben” (Josh. 13:23; 22:33).  

A parallel phenomenon may be encountered in the Egyptian Amarah-West list, a later 

copy of a text at Soleb originally dating to Amenhotep III’s reign in the first half of the 14th 

century B.C. Here appear listed a number of lands of the Shasu, these being Levantines whom 

the Egyptians mainly associated with the Transjordan, Edom, and Seir.141 Among other lands 

 
     141 Redford (1992, 272–73). However, in Akkadian texts, such as the Amarna letters, the same group may 
appear under the alternative name of Sutu (Grabbe 2017, 26). Compare this with the Transjordanian Shutu of the 
Egyptian Execration Texts dating to circa 1900–1800 B.C. (Aharoni 1979, 144), and the biblical “sons of šêṯ” who 
are associated with Moab (Num. 24:17). 
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of the Shasu, the Amarah-West list contains mention of tꜣ šꜣsw rbn, which could be translated 

“the land of the Reuben Shasu.”142 As Kitchen has noted, the association of this region with 

mountainous terrain and another toponym that appears to stand for Seir south of the Dead Sea, 

points towards a general Transjordanian milieu.143 Lipinski has provided ample linguistic 

arguments as to why the reading of rbn, or Reuben, is plausible here versus lbn, or Laban.144 If 

this rendering is correct, the Egyptian record would then place the tribe of Reuben in the 

southern Transjordan in the first half of the 14th century B.C., a mere few decades after the 

biblical record speaks of their settling this area.145 

Previously it has been intimated that, although never explicitly numbered among their 

ranks, Sihon and his subjects too are to be associated with the Rephaim with considerable 

confidence. Deut. 2:10–11 speaks of a formidable group called the Emim anciently inhabiting 

the land later peopled by the Moabites. Here the Emim, like their Anakim brethren, are 

considered a subgroup of the Rephaim. They also figure in Gen. 14:5 as the 19th century B.C. 

occupants of Kiriathaim in the southern Transjordan. However, since Deut. 2:11 specifies that 

“Emim” is the name by which the Moabites called them, it may be that this was not the Emim’s 

own ethnonym or indeed necessarily one known to the wider non-Moabite world. Rather the 

byname appears to reflect a 15th century B.C. Moabite naming tradition encountered and 

adopted by the Israelites.  

Therefore, the name “Emim” in the Middle Bronze Age context of Gen. 14 must be an 

anachronistic product of the Late Bronze Age biblical record. The Moabitic ethnogenesis itself 

did not occur until after the events of Gen. 14 so neither could the naming tradition trace back 

to this early era. The etymology of “Emim” is uncertain, but interpretations tend to derive the 

word from the noun ʾêmā, “fright, horror.”146 Considering Sihon’s onslaughts against the 

Moabites, it would not be surprising that his people would have earned such a fierce nickname, 

effectively then being called “the horrors” or “the frightful ones” by the Moabites.  

We then see that the Israelites appear to have equated Sihon’s Emim of the 15th century 

B.C. with the same ancient Rephaim of the Middle Bronze Age Transjordan. Further, it could 

be argued that the Bible’s comment on Og being the last of the remaining Rephaim alludes to 

 
     142 Hasel (1998, 219). 
     143 Kitchen (1994, 94). 
     144 Lipinski (2006, 362–63). For the reading lbn, or Laban, see Grabbe (2017, 26). 
     145 Note also in the Soleb and Amarah-West texts the appearance of tꜣ šꜣsw yhw, “the land of the Yahweh Shasu” 
(Adrom and Müller 2017, 97–98), an apparent reference to the Israelites and their worship of Yahweh in the first 
half of the 14th century B.C. Compare this to the aforementioned Berlin Statue Pedestal Relief No. 21687, which 
may also date to Amenhotep III’s reign and contain a mention of Israel, thus potentially making this attestation 
contemporaneous with that of the Soleb and Amarah-West lists. 
     146 HALOT, s.v. הָמיֵא  
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his being the last powerful king of his ilk only after Sihon, the presumably fellow Rephaite 

monarch, had first been destroyed. Thus, going forward, the present study interprets Sihon and 

at least a portion of his subjects to have belonged to the Rephaim.  

 

2.3.2. King Og of Ashtaroth and Edrei  

 

After defeating king Sihon of Heshbon the Israelites set out northwards into the land of Bashan 

where the local king Og and his whole army met them in battle at Edrei.147 As with Sihon, Og 

too was swiftly dispatched (Num. 21:33–35; Deut. 3:1–3), it being written of his demise: “And 

they slew him, and his sons, and all his people, until there was none left alive; and they 

possessed the land” (Num. 21:35). Aside from the emphatic affirmation that Og’s subjects too 

faced a fate as severe as those of Sihon’s, details of warfare and conquest are otherwise minimal. 

Most notably is mentioned the taking of Og’s sixty fortified towns, all walled, gated, and barred, 

besides many more unwalled ones (Deut. 3:4–5). Except for Ashtaroth, Edrei, Salcah (Josh. 

12:4–5), and Golan (Josh. 21:27), no other cities are named, in stark contrast to the extensive 

catalogue of Sihon’s towns.  

Even the geographic information concerning the features and borders of the newly 

acquired territory is quite meagre, with its dimensions being treated as if largely self-evident to 

the Israelite audience. Indeed, unlike Sihon’s unnamed territory, Og’s domains at least carry 

the definite name of Bashan, which indicates a greater degree of familiarity with this northern 

Transjordanian region among the Israelites. This awareness likely stemmed from the patriarchal 

tradition of Jacob’s flight from Laban and the ensuing peace agreement at Galeed/Yegar-

Sahadutha/Mizpah (Gen. 31:17–54), the first of which sobriquets likely gave its name to the 

broader region of Gilead. Despite relative paucity of geographical information, the following 

markers are given as the borders: Mount Hermon/Sirion/Senir in the north, Salcah in the east, 

the other, southern half of Gilead in the south, and the lands of the Geshurites and Maachathites 

in the west (Deut. 3:8–9; 14; Josh. 12:5; 13:11–12). While the relationship of the subregion of 

Argob within the whole country of Bashan is not entirely clear, apparently it constituted the 

area’s more western portion (Deut. 3:14). Gilead lay in the southern part of Bashan. All these 

 
     147 While the name Bashan appears almost exclusively in biblical texts alone, the Amarna text EA 201 does 
feature one Artamanya, ruler of Ṣiribašani. This locality, best interpreted as “Rocks of Bashan,” likely alludes to 
the biblical har bāšān, “Mountain of Bashan” (Psalms 68:15). This toponym probably represented the elevated 
volcanic region of Jabal al-Druze in modern southern Syria (Davies and Finkelstein 1984, 21). 
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areas formerly belonging to king Og were now allotted to the eastern half of the Israelite tribe 

Manasseh (Deut. 3:13). 

Most relevant to the present study is the acknowledgement of Bashan as ʾereṣ rĕp̄āʾîm, 

“the land of the Rephaim” (Deut. 3:13), while its king Og is said to have been the last remnant 

of the remaining Rephaim (Deut. 3:11). However, we do learn elsewhere that the Rephaim 

abided in certain areas outside of the Transjordan for a time even after this (Josh. 11:21–22; 

17:15). In light of this, Og’s demise may be best interpreted as spelling not an end to all the 

Rephaim, but rather their last major king and bastion of power in at least the Transjordan if not 

indeed all the Levant. Moreover, his particular prominence may be further reflected in the 

Ugaritic text KTU 1.108 whose glorified dead king could have been this very Og, as will later 

be elaborated. 

Deut. 3:11 also includes the curious remark about Og’s couch or bed being made of iron 

and being nine cubits long and four cubits wide.148 Much later some extrabiblical literature 

would go on to interpret these grand dimensions as indicative of Og’s superhumanly large 

stature.149 However, in reality, the biblical digression’s purpose must have been to highlight the 

defeated king’s decadence in owning such an unnecessarily sizeable couch.150 Its garishness is 

further accentuated by its being made of iron, a rare and therefore most valuable metal in the 

Bronze Age Near East.151 As if attempting to convince a skeptical audience, the text continues: 

 
     148 Appearing in many ancient cultures, the cubit is a measurement of length usually based on the distance from 
the elbow to the tip of the middle finger. However, variations existed, as showcased by different cubit lengths 
appearing side by side in the biblical record alone. The most common biblical cubits appear to have been the long 
or royal cubit and the short cubit, approximately 52.5 centimeters, and 45 centimeters, respectively (Stone 2014, 
1–2). These standards were probably based on the Egyptian cubit lengths (Ibid.), all the more likely to have been 
applied in a more immediate post-exodus context like that of the Og narrative. Therefore, depending on the type 
of cubit employed, Og’s couch would have sported the dimensions of either 270x405 centimeters or 315x472.5 
centimeters. Other possibilities also remain. Whatever the exact measurements, Og’s couch was indeed large.  
     149 Hessayon (2006, 6) has cited several fantastical Rabbinic Jewish stories dating mainly to the fifth century 
A.D. that stress the supposedly gigantic size of king Og. On the other hand, despite their featuring so-called giants, 
Hellenistic extrabiblical literature does not link Og with such beings. Yet it is plausible that his enormous couch 
and association with the Rephaim did ultimately play a part in influencing the birth of this very tradition of giants 
already early on. 
     150 Notably, the relevant Hebrew word’s ʿereś, “couch, divan” (HALOT, s.v. ׂשֶרֶע ), Arabic equivalent ʿariš 
means “throne” (Ibid.). This raises the possibility of Og’s piece of furniture also being interpreted if not as a throne, 
then at least its dais, judging by its dimensions. If this reading is more correct, the biblical detail evokes KTU 
1.22:II:17–18 of the Ugaritic “Rpum Texts,” wherein the Rephaite king Danel appears to grasp “his divan, the 
throne of his power.” This translation with its somewhat ill-matched yet presumably paralleling “divan” and 
“throne” highlights the challenge of the relevant biblical text’s interpretation. Be that as it may, whether couch, 
bed, or, in fact, dais, the object in Og’s possession was clearly somehow grandiose and indicative of his power.  
     151 Iron, whether of meteoric origin or deliberately smelted, was a rare occurrence in the Near East prior to circa 
1000 B.C. Its great value in the Bronze Age is evident in a number of texts, for example, the Old Assyrian trade 
colony texts of the early second millennium, wherein iron is recoded as being as much as forty times more valuable 
than silver by weight (Dercksen 2005, 28). In Hittite texts, exhibiting affinity with Og’s iron object as a status 
symbol, the appearance of an iron throne, scepter, and heavy iron basin attest to the prized metal being deemed fit 
for royal functions (Yalçin 1999, 182–83). As suggested above, Og’s piece of furniture may have indeed been an 
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“Is it not in Rabbah of the sons of Ammon?” assuring that the spectacle of the large iron couch 

actually exists and perhaps can be viewed in person in said city.152  

The presence of Og’s couch in the Ammonite city likely provides a further glimpse into 

his relations with the Ammonites prior to the Israelite arrival there. Probably Og had simply 

possessed a residence in Rabbah, its being one of the various Ammonite cities likely controlled 

by him. Besides Sihon vis-à-vis the Moabites, Og represented the second Amorite power in the 

Transjordan to dominate the other inhabitants of the land (Josh. 13:25). As with the Moabites, 

while at this time the Israelites followed a policy of non-aggression towards the Ammonites 

themselves (Deut. 2:19), they did not refrain from taking Og’s lands apparently formerly 

belonging to them. This was a rankling topic that the indignant Ammonites would go on to 

broach still centuries later (Judg. 11:13; 26).  

King Og ruled from the cities of Ashtaroth and Edrei,153 the two appearing so closely 

associated that they must have been of somewhat interchangeable character. This resembles the 

same Ashtaroth or Ashteroth and its “twin” Karnaim of the 19th century B.C. (Gen. 14:5), with 

the aforementioned caveat that Karnaim may have actually been but Edrei’s earlier incarnation. 

Closer to Og’s time, Ashtaroth appears again as ʿ-s-tá-ar-tu in both Thutmose III’s Asiatic 

campaign in the mid-15th century B.C., and that of Amenhotep III in the first half of the 14th 

century.154 The city also figures in the Amarna letters EA 197:10 and EA 256:21 dated to circa 

1354–1334 B.C.155 Like Amenhotep’s brief 14th century attestation, the Amarna texts in 

particular are intriguing as they were written after the chronicled Israelite conquest of Ashtaroth 

circa 1407 B.C. However, by the time of the relevant letters there is little indication in these 

writings of the Israelites any longer maintaining much of a presence in the city, assuming that 

they had ever colonized it in the first place. Such a state of affairs could be reflected in the Bible 

never again mentioning a contemporary Ashtaroth after its initial taking. 

If Ashtaroth was indeed settled, clearly the Israelites could not have controlled the city 

for more than a few decades, perhaps having been forced out by the expanding Mitanni from 

 
iron throne, or at least the dais thereof. For more in-depth discussion on iron in the ancient Near East, see Erb-
Satullo (2019, 557–607). 
     152 Compare the novelty of Og’s iron couch with that of the Israelites’ Canaanite enemies’ “chariots of iron” 
(Josh. 17:16; Judg. 1:19; 4:03; 13). Naturally these chariots could not have been wholly of iron, but rather merely 
containing iron parts, this perhaps also being the case with Og’s couch. Further, the opulence of Og’s couch is 
somewhat paralleled by a 14th century Amarna letter’s mention of a bed overlaid with gold that was reported as 
stolen from Rib-Hadda king of Byblos (EA 120:17). 
     153 Edrei probably appears as ʾA-t-ra-ʿa in Thutmose III’s mid-15th century campaign list (Rainey 2014, 185). 
     154 Ibid., (72). 
     155 Moran (1992, xxxiv). 
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the northeast.156 Judg. 3:8–10 with its account of an Upper Mesopotamian entity subjugating 

the Israelites for eight years circa 1370s B.C. may well reflect such developments. This 

enigmatic foe appears as Cushan Rishathaim in the MT, while in the LXX we find the name 

Chusarsathaim, the disparity between the two variants suggesting textual corruption.157 The 

present study suggests that the garbled names may represent the obscure towns of Kusam and 

Satayam that appear in a Hurrian language letter from the Mitanni king Tushratta found at Tell 

Brak (Nagar/Nawar).158 The similarities in timeframe, geopolitical situation, and appearance 

and sequence of names between the biblical and Mitanni texts are striking enough to warrant 

such speculation. As Gernot Wilhelm has noted, Kusam and Satayam do not appear to be 

attested in other texts.159 Therefore no accurate geographical location can be assigned to them 

save for the likelihood that via Mitanni affiliation they would have lain somewhere within or 

near its territories, perhaps in southern Syria.  

Whether left alone or occupied by the Israelites, Mitanni presence at Ashtaroth is 

evident by the mid 14th century B.C. Sometime during this period the city was ruled by one 

Biridašwa (EA 194–97; 250), his Indo-Aryan name reflecting a Mitanni origin. However, in 

EA 256:13 another ruler of Ashtaroth bore the Semitic name Ayyab, possibly indicating that 

the city was contested among different factions. In EA 256:18 it is only the enigmatic figure of 

one Ya-šu-ia160 that may suggest more probable Israelite presence in the city’s environs during 

the latter half of the 14th century. The name’s etymology is not certain, but its ending -ia is 

onomastically striking, possibly suggesting the Yahweh-derived theophoric element so 

characteristic of Israelite names. It resembles a number of biblical Hebrew names, especially 

those ubiquitous variants that combine the aforementioned theophoric element with derivatives 

of the root yšʿ with its various denotations of salvation and the receiving of help. 

 
     156 By the 14th century B.C. the Upper Mesopotamian empire of Mitanni had come to dominate much of Syria 
and was actively expanding its reach at the very borders of Canaan. Its ambitions regarding Canaan are perhaps 
most strikingly and explicitly displayed in a number of Amarna texts, for example, EA 85–86, with their depiction 
of  apparent Mitanni encroachment on the Phoenician Byblos. Within Canaan proper, less formal Mitanni influence 
seems attested in the various rulers there bearing Indo-Aryan or Hurrian names, for example, in EA 8; 289; 366. 
     157 Concerning the MT variant, the resh may represent a mistaken waw conjunction, which was also carried 
over into the Greek text. Corrected the name would then read kšn wšʿtym, resembling better the Kusam and 
Satayam of the Mitanni text. In the MT the suspicious space between the words without even a hyphenating maqaf 
indicates that the Masoretes themselves perceived these as two separate entities. In summary, the present study 
suggests that we should find in Judg. 3:8–10 the following reconstruction, “Kushan/m and Šatayam of the king of 
Aram of the two rivers.” Thus, the scrutinized entity would not represent the name of an individual Upper 
Mesopotamian monarch – who likely would have been the ambitious Mitanni king Shuttarna II – but rather that 
of associated vassal states or cities under his dominion. 
     158 For an interpretation of the letter, see Wilhelm (1991, 159–68). The towns in question appear in line fifteen 
on pages 160 and 168.  
     159 Ibid., (167). 
     160 Rainey (2015, 1036). 
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Although Ashtaroth’s and Edrei’s centuries long Rephaite presence apparently ended 

with king Og’s demise at the hands of the Israelites, both cities would yet be invoked in later 

Ugaritic literature. Indeed, of great importance to any investigation into the Rephaim is the 

appearance of Ashtaroth, ʿṯtrt, and Edrei, hdrʿy,161 in the Ugaritic text KTU 1.108. Not only do 

the cities appear here in the same order as they always do in the biblical record, the text also 

immediately associates them with a Rephaite king. This naturally calls to mind the Bible’s 

likewise Rephaite king Og who ruled at Ashtaroth and Edrei. The Ugaritic text begins: [h]ln . 

yšt . rpu . mlk . ʿlm . w yšt [il  ]g̱tr . w yqr . il . yṯb . b ʿṯtrt il ṯpẓ . b hdrʿy d yšr . w yḏmr (KTU 

1.108:1–3). The present study translates these passages as follows: “Behold, you have fallen 

asleep, O Rephaite, O eternal king; indeed, you have fallen asleep, O godly one, strong and 

splendid; the godly one (who) dwelt in Ashtaroth, the godly one (who) judged in Edrei, he who 

is sung and praised to the sound of the harp.” 

As the present study will go on to argue in greater detail elsewhere, here the word il 

may not be viewed as sporting supernatural properties when associated with the as yet 

thoroughly mortal Rephaim. Rather it is translated as “the godly one.” The first verbal form yšt 

is analyzed as a second singular masculine G perfect of the root yšn, “to fall asleep,”162 its 

dropped nun resulting from the letter’s assimilation with the -t suffix. Nicolas Wyatt and Dennis 

Pardee have both proposed here the verb šty, “to drink,”163 while Gregorio del Olmo Lete has 

preferred št, “to establish.”164 As with the above yšt, the next two verbs yṯb and ṯpẓ are probably 

best interpreted as the perfects “he dwelt” and “he judged,” while yšr and yḏmr may be 

imperfects in the passive voice, “he is sung” and “he is praised to the sound of the harp.”165 

Thus, we find a king who has already passed, that is, has “fallen asleep,” yet whose memory is 

honored in the present in a literary medium essentially equivalent to the accompanied biblical 

psalm, mizmōr.166  

Such a past reading is further entailed by the biblical account of the last Rephaite king 

of Ashtaroth and Edrei having been destroyed circa 1407 B.C., a date that would then predate 

this particular Ugaritic text. Thus KTU 1.108 begins with praiseful words directed to the 

 
     161 Margulis (Margalit) (1970, 294) has read hdrʿy as idrʿy, attributing the h to a scribal error. This would 
certainly better align the Ugaritic name with that of the biblical record’s ʾedreʿî. 
     162 DULAT, 973. 
     163 Wyatt (2002, 395–96) and Pardee (2002, 193–94). 
     164 del Olmo Lete (1999, 189; 207). 
     165 Good (1991) has similarly suggested “who is hymned and celebrated.” 
     166 See Margulis (Margalit) (1970, 292–304) for further comparisons between this Ugaritic text and biblical 
poetry. 
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Bashanite cities’ Rephaite king, now eternal in his slumber of death.167 Noteworthy here is also 

that this individual is explicitly called a Rephaite king, the only other person specified so, 

whether in Ugaritic or biblical records, being king Og of the Bible. Such kingly status is further 

accentuated by his “dwelling” and “judging” in his cities, as befits classic ancient Near Eastern 

royal imagery.  

The introduction of the deceased king is followed by a list of instruments to whose 

accompaniment the exalted figure is glorified in psalm-like fashion (KTU 1.108:4–5). In KTU 

1.108:6–9 the focus shifts away from the Rephaite king to the goddess Anat who is praised and 

described as flying in the sky in resemblance to her flight with a flock of falcons in Aqhat (KTU 

1.18:IV:21). In KTU 1:08:9–15 we arrive at another segment that may prove crucial to the 

present investigation, although extensive damage in the text renders the forthcoming 

interpretation conjectural in parts. In KTU 1.108:9 Anat is said to first soar in the heavens, then 

to devour someone or something, the mysterious ʿgl[[x]]?l, as it appears in KTU3. Pardee has 

read this as ʿg ṯl, yet he translated it “the calf of ʾIlu,” as did Wyatt,168 while del Olmo Lete 

deemed the entity a “divine calf.”169  

Anat’s flight and subsequent devouring of some kind of prey ominously resembles the 

slaying of the hero Aqhat in Aqhat (KTU 1.18:IV:16–42). This sense of violent doom is further 

compounded by the presence of the deity Resheph in KTU 1.108:15, who like Anat was a god 

of war. Since the text under scrutiny begins with the extolling of a perished Rephaite king, but 

soon digresses into featuring two divine agents of destruction, one wonders whether the object 

of Anat’s “devourment” is this very king. In Ugaritic understanding the Rephaite king’s 

destruction may have been compared to that of the literary hero Aqhat, both of whose deaths 

were abruptly decided by the fickle war goddess Anat.   

In light of this, the present study identifies in the above, fragmentary ʿgl[[x]]?l the 

biblical Rephaite king Og, or ʿōg, who ruled in Ashtaroth and Edrei before being destroyed by 

 
     167 Sleep as a metaphor for death figures prominently throughout the Old Testament, for example in Psalm 13:3, 
where we find the same verb yšn as in the above Ugaritic text. In Jer. 51:57 it is said of the mighty men of Babylon: 
wĕyāšĕnū šĕnaṯ ʿōlām, “And they will sleep the eternal sleep,” here moreover appearing the same ʿlm, “eternal,” 
as in KTU 1.108:1. In the previous Bible verse yšn functions as a “prophetic perfect.” It is disputed whether a 
parallel linguistic phenomenon existed in Ugaritic as well (Carver 2017, 57–58). In the event of such future use of 
the perfect also being applicable to Ugaritic, it could be said of KTU 1.108’s Rephaite king, “you will sleep,” his 
slumber thus predicted to continue indefinitely. Then again, the English perfect tense chosen here, that is, “you 
have fallen asleep,” already covers adequately enough the different aspects possibly implied by the Ugaritic verb. 
On a different note, the Ugaritic homage to the departed Rephaite king somewhat resembles the various biblical 
references to the Rephaim of the afterlife, the “grave,” although here the tone is anything but reverential towards 
these deceased men. 
     168 Pardee (2002, 194) and Wyatt (2002, 397). Pardee’s rendering ʾilu is based on the possibility that ṯl be an 
erroneous ʾl (2002, 205). 
     169 del Olmo Lete (1992, 128). 
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the Israelites circa 1407 B.C. While the relevant text is broken, we may at least find him, ʿg, 

being called il, once again perhaps to be interpreted as “the godly one.” Overall, KTU 1.108:9–

11 is difficult to interpret, with different readings being possible. One view has been to relate 

many of the words here to banqueting,170 which is certainly reasonable. Yet the present study 

also sees the potential for more calamitous themes, in keeping with the proposed interpretation 

of divinely executed onslaught against the Rephaite king. For example, in KTU 1.108:11 Wyatt, 

Johannes de Moor, and Manfried Dietrich and Oswald Loretz have interpreted the word gṇṯ as 

“subdued,”171 which the present author agrees with. Thus the preserved portion of KTU 

1.108:11, il gṇṯ . ʿgl il, could be read, “the god (who) subdued Og, verily the godly one,” with 

the potentially multifunctional l interpreted here as a functor of affirmation and emphasis.172 

The potentially dual use of il in this passage, first as the supernatural “god,” then perhaps as the 

mortal “godly one,” may parallel the diverse uses of the word later observed in the Bible. 

Of particular interest is the following line KTU 1.108:12 where we find šdy ṣd mlk, the 

šdy of which Pardee, André Caquot, and Loretz have associated with the biblical Šadday,173 

this being one of Yahweh’s names. That the people of Ugarit indeed considered šdy, and 

perhaps therefore Yahweh, a deity may be supported by KTU 1.179:11, a Ugaritic list of astral 

deities, wherein Aren Wilson-Wright has observed the possible appearance of šdy’s contracted 

variant šd.174 Moreover, KTU 1.108’s šdy is preceded by il, which may further specify this 

entity as a god and thus match Yahweh’s mainly Bronze Age biblical honorific ʾêl šadday, 

traditionally translated as “God Almighty.” Although ultimately šdy’s etymology and meaning 

remains disputed, Mathias Neumann has proposed the noteworthy possibility of an Egyptian 

derivation from the verb šdj, “to save, rescue,” and the noun šd, “savior.”175  

Thus, (il) šdy ṣd mlk, may be interpreted as “(the) god (El) Shadday (who) hunted down 

the king,” the king naturally being the Rephaite Og. This would fit the earlier predatory motif 

 
     170 For example, Pardee (2002, 194). 
     171 Wyatt (2002, 397), de Moor (1969, 175; 178), and Dietrich and Loretz (1980, 177).  
     172 DULAT, 480. 
     173 Pardee (2002, 205–6), Caquot (1995), and Loretz (1980). 
     174 Wilson-Wright (2019, 152). 
     175 Neumann (2016, 248–49). Neumann has observed that since already the first dynasty the Egyptians had used 
the term šd, “savior,” for any worshipped god (Ibid., 249). The Israelites having adopted this usage during their 
sojourn in Egypt, this would have been a fitting name by which to call their deity, especially when individualized 
with the first-person singular possessive, -ay, hence šadday, “my savior.” Neumann has championed this 
grammatical interpretation, as well as noting that the Masoretic gemination of the word’s letter d aligns well with 
the doubling of second radicals seen elsewhere in Egyptian loanwords in Hebrew (Ibid., 248). Notably, the LXX 
often translates šdy simply as “my God,” somewhat resembling the word’s more generic use in the original 
Egyptian tradition. Biblically that the Israelites would have used this term of address in the early days makes sense 
since the name Yahweh was not adopted until the latter part of the Egyptian sojourn (Ex. 3:14–15; 6:3). Notably, 
after this the name šadday appears only rarely in the Bible. For a recent if brief review of other commonly proposed 
etymologies for šadday, see Neumann (2016, 245–47). 
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of Anat’s swooping down from the sky like a bird of prey to destroy a glorious hero. Such a 

translation could also function as an apt parallel to the previously proposed preceding line. 

Thus, the preserved latter halves of KTU 1.108:11–12 may together read: “(the) god (who) 

subdued Og, verily the godly one, (the) god (El) Shadday (who) hunted down the king,” the 

passage thus manifesting an ABAB pattern of parallels. Alternatively, instead of “verily the 

godly one,” as referring to Og, l il may denote Shadday twice, therefore, “verily the god, the 

god Shadday.” 

The present study then suggests that in the Ugaritic worldview Ashtaroth’s and Edrei’s 

famed Rephaite king Og was destroyed by the local war gods Anat and Resheph in joint effort 

with the foreign Israelite deity Yahweh. This kind of syncretistic polytheism of the Ugaritic 

tradition could find parallels in the non-Israelite Deir 'Alla inscription from circa 800 B.C. Here 

appear šdy’s polytheistic equivalent, the collective šdyn, also designated as ʾlhn, “the gods,” 

who come in the prophet Balaam’s nightly vision spelling doom for his people.176 This 

resembles the biblical episode of Num. 22–24 where the same Balaam receives similar visions 

from Yahweh, here also at times referred to as šadday (Num. 24:4; 16). Diverging from the 

older Israelite tradition is the polytheistic reframing of Yahweh as the collective šdyn, although 

he may be also represented by the singular ʾl who in line four seems to initially send the šdyn 

to Balaam. Also resembling the Ugaritic KTU 1.108, the Deir 'Alla text may contain multiple 

additional deities vis-à-vis the biblical account’s solitary Yahweh.177  

Beyond questions of differing theology, the presence of šdyn in the Deir 'Alla text, and 

most importantly, (il) šdy in the Ugaritic Bronze Age text, seems to indicate the historical 

presence of the Israelites in these non-Israelite traditions. When šadday does recur after the 

revelation of the name Yahweh in Ex. 3; 6, the biblical context always carries a foreign, non-

Israelite connotation, whether in Ruth 1:20, Ezekiel 1:24; 10:5, or, most notably, the narrative 

of the non-Israelite Job. This may also explain šdy’s employment in the Deir 'Alla inscription 

and Ugaritic texts, šdy being the name by which these non-Israelites seem to have known 

Yahweh best. Crucially, that šdy(n) definitely appears only in the aforementioned extrabiblical 

texts also validates the biblical record, since each of these has a biblical counterpart, be it the 

Deir 'Alla inscription versus Num. 22–24, or KTU 1.108 versus the Israelite account concerning 

Og of Bashan. 

 
     176 Lines 1–30, Robker (2019, 279–80). 
     177 For example, besides El in line four, Robker (Ibid.) sees in line 25 a mention of the god Shamash, while 
Levine (1981, 196–97) has considered lines 20 and 38 to additionally contain a deity he interpreted as Shagar-
Weʿishtar.  
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As the present study shortly delves deeper into the Ugaritic literature concerning the 

Rephaim, this group’s significance to the city’s cultural heritage will become increasingly clear. 

In light of this, the individual appearance of king Og in Ugarit’s texts would not be unexpected, 

his presence, even if as a foe, also enduring in post-conquest biblical texts like Psalms 135–36. 

After the possible account of the Rephaite king’s destruction at the hands of divine forces, the 

rest of KTU 1.108 continues with praise for the departed hero, the further analysis of which is 

not essential for the present study.  

Traces of Og’s lingering fame in the Levantine world have also been suggested for much 

later periods. Before later revising his view, Wolfgang Röllig originally saw the presence of Og 

in the fifth century B.C. Phoenician tomb inscription Byblos 13.178 Here he viewed hʿg, literally, 

“the Og,” as a spirit that protected a tomb. Understandably critics like Frank Cross noted the 

dilemma of a definite article preceding a supposed proper name, proposing instead the 

Phoenician scriptio continua text as rather containing not hʿg, but hʿgzt, in reference to the 

decrepit bones lying in the tomb.179 Although the present study does not completely discount 

the plausibility of Röllig’s initial reading, Cross’ solution seems more intuitive vis-à-vis the 

issue of the definite article. Besides, a more routine interpretation like this would align better 

with the formulas of other Phoenician grave texts with their concern over their tombs’ 

occupants’ bones being disturbed, as in the contemporary Tabnit (KAI 13) and Eshmunazar II 

(KAI 14) inscriptions. The presence of Og here would not necessarily be anomalous considering 

that the Rephaim do figure in contemporary Phoenician texts. Yet it may be difficult to justify 

the linguistic environment of his appearance unless the name Og had become something of an 

archetype in the Phoenician tradition and thus acquire the definite article. However, due to a 

lack of corroborative Phoenician evidence, Og’s presence here remains tenuous.  

The foregoing analysis of the Og narrative represents the present study’s final treatment 

of the biblical Rephaim as a contemporary people. However, it bears repeating that even after 

Og’s demise the Rephaite Anakim did briefly subsist in the area around Hebron, and longer still 

in Gaza, Gath, and Ashdod. Also in Josh. 17:15, taking place probably soon after 1400 B.C., a 

contingent of Rephaim are implied to have lived adjacent to the Perizzites, the latter of whom 

likely dwelt in the Judaean Mountains, judging by the data in Josh. 17:15 and Judg. 1:3–5. 

Therefore, the Rephaim may have endured for a time in this area, perhaps lending their name 

 
     178 Röllig (1974, 2:2–4). 
     179 Cross (1979, 42). While Cross allowed that the root ʿgz does not appear elsewhere in Canaanite, in Arabic 
it can denote a sense of feebleness and old age, thus functioning as an apt description of the bones in this particular 
sarcophagus: ʿṣmy hʿgzt, “my moldering bones” (Ibid., 41–42). 
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to the “Valley of Rephaim” near Jerusalem (Josh. 15:8; 18:16), this toponym having persisted 

well in to the first millennium B.C. (2 Samuel 5:22; Isaiah 17:5). 

 

2.4. The “Rapha” of 2 Samuel 21 and 1 Chronicles 20 

 

Previously the present study has reviewed the various attestations of the Rephaim as they appear 

as contemporaries in the older biblical texts. Moreover, the first millennium B.C. survival of 

their memory in the toponym “Valley of Rephaim” of the Judaean Mountains has been touched 

upon. Besides these uncontested attestations, there has existed since even biblical times the 

belief that traces of their presence lingered on in living entities as late as the tenth century B.C. 

However, be they of ancient, or modern scholarly variety, the present study will shortly argue 

that such interpretations are groundless. 

The Bible tells of king David leading the Israelites into a series of battles against the 

Philistines in Judaea and Philistia circa 975 B.C. These events are recorded in the largely 

parallel accounts of 2 Sam. 21:15–22 and 1 Chr. 20:4–8, the first of which represents the 

original narrative while the latter amounts to a somewhat divergent retelling. The verses in 

question are characterized by individual Israelites slaying their Philistine foes in what appear 

to be successive instances of single combat. By this point this form of fighting had come to be 

associated with the biblical Philistines ever since the famous duel between David and Goliath 

(1 Samuel 17). Besides other descriptions, the Philistine warriors appear to be described in the 

MT by the vocalized word rāp̄ā, or its derivative rapha in the LXX. This has consequently led 

to the association of these particular Philistines with the Rephaim since ancient times. For 

example, in 1 Chr. 20:4 the biblical text itself explicitly claims that said Philistine warriors were 

indeed of the Rephaim. However, closer linguistic inspection reveals that such an interpretation 

proves problematic.  

Firstly, although collective singulars do appear in biblical Hebrew, it is conspicuous that 

the expected “rephaim” plural form would not appear here if indeed an association with the 

Rephaim were implied. Some scholars have attempted to explain this anomaly by hypothesizing 

that rāp̄ā represented the name of some kind of eponymous figure from whom the Rephaim 

then derived their appellative.180 Suggestions include the possibility that this so-called Rapha 

 
     180 However, a grammatic feature that greatly decreases the likelihood of rāp̄ā standing for a proper name at all 
is what looks like a consistently prefixed definite article, hence hārāp̄ā. As a rule, proper nouns for a person do 
not take the article in biblical Hebrew (Joüon and Muraoka 2018, §137b), even if some appellative nouns that are 
treated as proper nouns do, for example, habaʿal, Baal, or literally, “the Lord” (Ibid., §137d). In the vein of the 
preceding example, if derived from the root hrpʾ, hārāp̄ā could theoretically be viewed as the appellative noun 
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was the physical ancestor of the Rephaim,181 or more recently, that he was an obscure Philistine 

deity around whom a militaristic cult had been formed.182 Echoing L’Heureux in particular, 

Kyle McCarter has further argued that the center for this alleged cult would have been in the 

Philistine city of Gath.183 These speculations will presently be shown to be unwarranted. Yet it 

is easy enough to see why such conjecture may have arisen if one takes the MT and LXX texts 

at face value without suspecting possible corruption in the original Hebrew text.  

In the MT the consonants rph from which the vocalized rāp̄ā is derived appear 

consistently together with nominal or verbal derivatives of the root yld, which usually carries 

the connotation of offspring or the producing thereof.184 In the nominal sense then we seem to 

find the following description of the Philistine champions, for example in 2 Sam. 21:18, bîliḏê 

hārāp̄ā, “of the offspring of ‘the rāp̄ā.’” On the other hand, the verbal sense could be, for 

example, in 2 Sam. 21:20, yullaḏ lĕhārāp̄ā, “born to ‘the rāp̄ā.’” That the LXX translation 

corresponds closely to the MT here with its rapha clearly shows that in the third century B.C. 

there was already entrenched in certain Jewish quarters the orthographic interpretation of rph 

as constituting an individual word. Consequently, “rapha” may have been already then viewed 

as representing a sentient individual or collective of some sort.  

Besides the above, unexpected singular form and consistent appearance of the definite 

article, an even more pressing grammatical obstacle looms large. In 2 Sam. 21 we find the 

consonants rph as the basis for the vocalized rāp̄ā, whereas in the narrative’s later counterpart 

1 Chr. 20 the word is constructed from rpʾ. 2 Sam. 21 is undoubtedly the older of the two 

parallel texts and therefore rph is the likelier representative of the original set of consonants. 

This would then instantly undermine the plausibility of the so-called rāp̄ā of 2 Sam. 21 having 

 
“the Healthy One.” Yet, closer scrutiny reveals that there is no uncontested evidence in the biblical tradition or 
elsewhere for the existence of a prominent figure so named. Thus, the unlikelihood of hārāp̄ā being a proper name 
should immediately raise questions over the possibility of corruption in the text’s very orthography.  
     181 Myers (1965, 141). 
     182 L’Heureux (1974, 265–74; 1976, 83–85) and Willesen (1958a, 327–35; 1958b, 192–210). Attempting to 
puzzle out the anomalous construction of hārāp̄ā, Willesen (1958a, 331–34) sought to find an explanation as far 
afield as the Greek harpē, “scimitar,” which he believed may have served as an emblem for this group of 
presumably Aegean-inspired Philistine warriors. Margulis (Margalit) (1970, 299–302) seconded the 
aforementioned scholars in his view of the existence of a supposed military elite, but unlike L’Heureux and 
Willesen, he regarded their association with the eponymous “Rapha” as being genealogical rather than one 
achieved through initiation.  
     183 McCarter (1984, 451). However, the views of the above scholars remain tenuous as there is little evidence 
for the existence of such a hypothetical deity as “Rapha.” Parallels have been drawn between the enigmatic rpu of 
the Ugaritic text KTU 1.108, thought by a number of scholars, for example, Smith (2014, 317–18), to represent a 
deity. More specifically, the following divine candidates have been proposed as carrying the alleged epithet 
“rapha”: Baal (de Moor 1987, 187), El (Avishur 1994, 277–307), or alternatively, some other independent deity 
(Parker 1970, 243–44). However, as the present study has already argued, KTU 1.108’s rpu, styled as il, was 
probably not a god at all, but rather a pious, once mortal Rephaite king, perhaps the famed Og. 
     184 HALOT, s.v. דלי  
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any connection with “rephaim” or any other word stemming from the necessary root rpʾ. The 

kind of interchangeable vacillation between the radicals h and ʾ as present in Aramaic is not to 

be expected in Hebrew.  

Moreover, the Qumran fragment 4QSama, fragment 154 of 2 Sam. 21:16, exhibits a 

final h instead of an ʾ,185 further bolstering the likelihood of rph being the original form. 

Unfortunately, Qumran manuscripts of 1 Chr. 20 do not exist to provide help for elucidative 

comparison. One must suspect that rpʾ in the later 1 Chr. 20 represents a scribal corruption 

resulting from the convoluted association of Philistine cities with the remaining Anakim (Josh. 

11:22), whom in turn were included among the Rephaim (Deut. 2:11).186 It is probable that 

there was taking root a belief that the Philistine warriors of 2 Sam. 21 were in fact direct heirs 

to the Anakim, and thus the Rephaim. This association among the Israelites may have been 

further influenced by the appearance of the reliclike “Valley of Rephaim” as a recurring setting 

of Philistine military presence in the narrative relating to the so-called rāp̄ā warriors under 

scrutiny (2 Sam. 5:18; 23:13). Ironically, it may have been contrarily thought by the Chronicles 

authorship that it was the original root rph that was incorrect and ought to be replaced with rpʾ 

so as to better associate the Philistine warriors with the Rephaim. This suspicion is as good as 

confirmed in 1 Chr. 20:4 where we find the older, more ambiguous rāp̄ā of 2 Sam. 21 

audaciously replaced with the word “rephaim.” It bears reminding that the books of Chronicles 

are essentially latter-day reiterations of the events already depicted in the books of Kings and 

Samuel.  

Additionally, that the Philistine warriors came to be identified with the Rephaim may 

in part have come about via association with the notorious size of the famous Philistine Goliath. 

It is worth mentioning, however, that the LXX, the ancient historian Josephus’ writings, and 

the Qumran scrolls all agree that Goliath never was supernaturally tall. Rather he stood at the 

lofty yet natural height of four cubits and a span,187 which is likely to have amounted to 202.5 

 
     185 Ulrich (2010, 318).  
     186 Trying to make sense of this fluctuation of the final letter, Smith (2014, 316) has correctly suggested as one 
of the possible solutions an ancient attempt to deliberately harmonize the rph consonant cluster of 2 Sam. with the 
root rpʾ in order to create an association with the Rephaim. However, he is mistaken in concluding that it is the 
rpʾ of the more recent Chronicles tradition that represents the older spelling and not vice versa. Citing Klein (2006, 
411), he goes on to propose that the final h’s of 2 Sam. 21 may be a polemical pun on rpʾ, the altered rph denoting 
a state of feebleness and discouragement, and thus a slight against the Philistine champions. However, as the 
present study will illustrate, it was not the Israelites who made a mockery of their opponents, but rather the 
Philistines who hurled taunts at their foes.  
     187 Respectively, the LXX 1 Sam. 17:4, Josephus (Ant. 6.171 [Thackeray]), and Qumran 1 Sam. 17:4 4QSama 

(Ulrich 2015, 76). Describing the size of a human, the biblical cubit employed here must have been that of the 
short or “anthropological” variety, that is, 45 centimeters (Stone 2014). Therefore, four cubits and a span (half a 
cubit) would result in a height of 202.5 centimeters. For purposes of comparison, remains at a cemetery at the 
Philistine city of Ashkelon dated to Iron Age IIA (1000–925 B.C.) – the exact period and general location of the 
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centimeters. On the other hand, it is the MT that fantastically inflates Goliath’s height up to six 

cubits and a span, a humanly rather impossible 292.5 centimeters. The MT’s curious deviation 

appears to then represent a case of an extra-biblical Second Temple period belief, in this case 

involving supernatural giants, growing out of pseudepigrapha only to eventually end up in a 

corrupted scribal transmission of the biblical text itself.188  

As a solution to the dilemma posed by the apparent rāp̄ā, the present author proposes 

that this form stemmed from a textual corruption that should not have existed in the first place. 

It is good to keep in mind that scribal errors do occasionally occur in the Masoretic Hebrew 

text, for example in the mistaking of similar looking letters.189 Thus, when presented with a 

potentially aberrant piece of text, as here, it is commendable to not necessarily take it inflexibly 

at face value. Rather one ought to try to look beyond its outward appearance and consider 

whether a letter or some other orthographical feature may have been incorrectly transmitted in 

the first place. As mentioned above, in the MT the word rāp̄ā figures consistently with what 

appears to be the definite article hā, expressed with the letter he. However, the present author 

suggests that this he should in fact be read as the letter chet. The two letters are very similar 

looking, ה (he), ח (chet), and therefore liable to being confused with one another.190 If he is then 

replaced with chet, instead of the MT הפרה , we rather get הפרח , which when vocalized is the 

noun ḥerpâ, “reviling, taunting, disgrace.”191 

As previously noted, in the verses under scrutiny this word is always preceded by a 

derivative of the root yld in either a nominal or verbal construction. When combined with the 

 
biblical events in discussion – have revealed an average male height of a mere 155 centimeters (Fox et al. 2016). 
Further, out of a total of 145 skeletons of both sexes found, the tallest individual was no more than 180 centimeters. 
Assuming that such modest statures are representative, it is little surprise that Goliath’s formidable size and the 
heaviness of his armor and spear would receive such special attention in the biblical record. Standing at some two 
meters tall he truly would have been a “giant” in his own time.  
     188 Ulrich (2014, 87) too has been an eager proponent of the view that the LXX represents an earlier form of 
the David and Goliath text while the MT has been deliberately expanded and rewritten.   
     189 Such confusion of letters is particularly common between dalet and resh (ר/ד); for example the 2 Sam. 22:11 

אריו  versus the incorrect Psalms 18:11 אדיו . The following also get jumbled on occasion: yod/waw ( י/ו ), beth/kaph 
( ב/כ ), and less frequently, yet most pertinently to the topic at hand, he/chet ( ה/ח ).  
     190 Reymond (2014, 108–11) has discussed at length the jumbling of letters he and chet in the context of Qumran 
Hebrew, whether the mistakes stem from aural mishearing or confusion of similar shapes. He has further provided 
such MT examples as הרפי  (Isaiah 11:1) instead of * חרפי , and תלחבמ  (Proverbs. 20:21) in lieu of * תלהבמ  (Ibid., 
109). Beyond the peril of mistaken letters, there is also the possibility of certain biblical Hebrew texts having been 
anciently written scriptio continua, that is, without spaces or other punctuation between words. On the other hand, 
Millard (1970, 12–13) has argued that such lack of word division would have been exceptional, whether in Hebrew 
or other ancient West Semitic texts. Even so, he has allowed for the possibility of mistakes of division occurring 
regardless, citing Amos 6:12 as a classic example of just this (Ibid., 14). Whatever the case, the possibility of 
scriptio continua being a culprit in the investigated scribal error and resulting misinterpretation cannot be 
dismissed, it together with the confusing of similar looking letters perhaps having created a “perfect storm” of 
textual corruption. 
     191 HALOT, s.v. הָּפְרֶח  
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above ḥerpâ, if going by 2 Sam. 21:18, for example, we arrive at the formation byldy ḥrph. 

Although yeleḏ as a noun usually carries the more infantile connotation of “offspring” or 

“child,” it can also possess different definitions, including “young man.”192 This semantically 

sound option would serve the context of 2 Sam. 21 better with all the associations of youthful, 

even childish, rowdiness and irreverence it may evoke in tandem with the taunt-filled ḥerpâ. 

Thus, we get the following translation for the above byldy ḥrph, “of the young men of taunting,” 

or perhaps, considering the indefinite and thus adjectival epexegetical genitive sense of ḥerpâ, 

the more fluent, “of the taunting young men.” To appreciate this interpretation in a fuller 

context, a reconstructed translation of the MT 2 Sam. 21:18’s bare consonant text may serve as 

an example: ʾz hkh sbky hḥšty ʾt sp ʾšr byldy ḥrph: “Then Sibbechai the Hushathite slew Saph, 

who was one of the taunting young men.” 2 Sam. 21:16 contains an identical construction of 

the two words treated above.   

On the other hand, in 2 Sam. 21:20 the MT vocalizes yld as a verb of the Pual stem. 

However, here yld should probably be read as the singular noun yeleḏ, “young man.” This 

interpretation is supported by the foreshadowing of wĕḡam hū, “And he also,” at the beginning 

of the sentence, which seems to draw focus to the individuality of yet another scornful Philistine 

warrior. This interpretation is all but confirmed by the preposition lĕ attached to ḥĕrpâ, likely 

to be interpreted as signifying genitive by circumlocution. All these grammatic elements 

together amount to the following translation of the reconstructed wgm hwʾ yld lḥrph: “And he 

also was a taunting young man (one of many).” A similar corrective reading could be rendered 

to the roughly equivalent passage in 2 Sam. 21:22, wherein we find yldw ( ודלי ) instead of the 

yldy ( ידלי ) we have come to expect from verses 2 Sam. 21:16; 18. The waw (ו) of yldw should 

probably be the familiar and anticipated final yod (י), the confusing of these two similar-looking 

letters, distinguished only by stem length, not being uncommon in the biblical texts. Since here 

too we find the preposition lĕ tucked to the beginning of ḥĕrpâ, we would get a translation 

similar to that of 2 Sam. 21:20. Only this time the subject is a plural collective: “(These four 

were) taunting young men (some of many)” (2 Sam. 21:22). 

Finally, the parallel passages in 1 Chr. 20 show so much additional modification of the 

original text of 2 Sam. 21 in general that it is superfluous to further parse their orthographical 

aberrations and the sundry grammatical curiosities that follow. The above observed deliberate 

swapping of the original rāp̄ā/rph with the convenient “rephaim” already provides sufficient 

evidence of the corrupted state of 1 Chr. 20 vis-à-vis the words under inspection. Moreover, the 

 
     192 Ibid. דֶלֶי   
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likely exclusively nominal use of yld in the original text has now been thoroughly verbalized in 

1 Chr. 20 to create the narrative of the Philistines warriors having been “born” to “the rapha,” 

the so-called “giant,” or “giants.” 

That the above analyses are correct is further enforced by the striking appearance of the 

actual verb ḥrp, “to taunt, annoy,”193 in 2 Sam. 21:21 and 1 Chr. 20:7. It is from this verb root 

that the above treated noun ḥĕrpâ, “taunting,” too is derived. For example, 2 Sam. 21:21 reads: 

wayḥārêp̄ ʾeṯ yiśrāʾêl, “And he taunted Israel.” Thus, we have here a Philistine champion, one 

of the “taunting young men,” taunting Israelite warriors to doing battle. The verb ḥrp also 

figures prominently in the 1 Sam. 17 account containing the famous single combat between 

David and Goliath, naturally with the Philistine party once more being the one to taunt. It is 

then little wonder that this verb and its nominal derivative would come to be closely associated 

with the Philistines ever since David’s altercation with Goliath.  

To be sure, such age-old practice of “psychological warfare” through taunting finds 

close parallels in other ancient literature, perhaps most famously in Homer’s Iliad (circa 750 

B.C.). Here the Greeks and Trojans would regularly first taunt each other at length before 

switching from daring words to baring swords. Naturally the intent was to demoralize the 

enemy prior to engaging in combat. Thus we find, for example, Hector equate his opponent 

Ajax with a small boy or woman untrained for war while boasting of his own military prowess 

before launching his spear at the Greek foe.194 Moreover, although perhaps featuring less of a 

taunt than a direct threat, the Egyptian story of Sinuhe (circa 1875 B.C.) describes a local 

Asiatic champion195 challenging the foreign Egyptian Sinuhe to a duel in an episode that 

resembles the famous encounter between David and Goliath.196  

It is to be hoped that the above treatment of the relevant passages in 2 Sam. 21 and 1 

Chr. 20 has been thorough enough to lay to rest notions that these verses would contain 

 
     193 HALOT, s.v. II ףרח  
     194 Homer, Iliad 7.233–244. 
     195 This champion is the Egyptian pry pw, literally, “the one who emerges,” that is, he who emerges ahead of 
the rest of an army (Allen 2015, 98). 
     196 ANET, 20. The narrative of Sinuhe dates to roughly the same period as that of Abraham’s entering Canaan 
according to biblical chronology. Much of the Egyptian story takes place in Canaan and provides important insight 
into the Amorite world in which the fugitive Sinuhe went on to start a new life. Although the dearth of information 
hardly enables one to be so bold as to speculate on a possible relationship between Sinuhe’s Amorite champion 
foe and the Rephaim, the former’s bellicosity and the roughly matching historical context does pique harmless 
curiosity. On the other hand, in ancient texts the Rephaim are never recorded as engaging in single combat. 
Although one may be tempted to attribute the eleventh to tenth century B.C. Philistine proclivity for single combat 
to a military tradition perhaps ultimately inherited from the Rephaite Anakim, such a connection would likely 
prove impossible to verify. Besides, this form of fighting was by no means restricted to regions like the Levant or 
the Aegean, but found universal expression elsewhere in the ancient world, for example, in the Vedic epic 
Ramayana from circa 500–100 B.C. (Valmiki (Book VI Canto XLIII [Griffith]). 
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references to the Rephaim in any capacity. Therefore, no relevant information as to the nature 

of the Rephaim themselves can be gleaned from said passages. On the other hand, the 

considerable corruptions in the texts, namely the deliberate modifications of 1 Chr. 20, do 

provide a fascinating insight into the early development of the giant myths. While some of these 

mythical attributions may have in part developed out of simple misunderstanding regarding the 

historical Rephaim’s nature, clearly aspects of this narrative of giants were also consciously 

fostered. Moreover, we encounter here a thrilling if not unsettling glimpse into how textual 

corruptions, even if ultimately detectable, can become so entrenched and accepted with time as 

to even become canonized. On a more positive note, however, critical scrutiny may yet provide 

the means to correct such corruptions.    

 

2.5. The Rephaim as an Archetype in Later Biblical and Phoenician Literature 

 

In several later biblical texts the Rephaim no longer figure as a contemporary living people, yet 

their memory lingers on as an archetype of fallen humanity. For all their might during life, in 

death they too were ultimately cast down by Yahweh into the “grave,” the Hebrew šĕʾōl. Thus, 

they essentially became a personification of once powerful men now turned to dust, a symbol 

of the futility of ambition and lust for power. Isaiah 14:9 demonstrates this sentiment vividly 

with its figurative description of the historically long-gone Rephaim welcoming a recently 

deceased Babylonian king in death: “The grave beneath is moving for you, to meet your 

coming, it awakens itself for you; the Rephaim, all the great ones of the earth are raised up from 

their thrones, all the kings of the nations.” In the following verse (Isa. 14:10) the likewise 

formerly powerful Rephaim ask this newest addition to the assembly of obsolete strongmen if 

the Babylonian king too has become weak like themselves. These passages are enveloped by a 

recounting of the various sins of the Babylonian ruler,197 his greed extending not only to 

hoarding gold and plundering nations, but even the deforesting of Lebanon. 

However, the Rephaim needed not be likened to mighty individuals alone. In Proverbs 

2:18; 19:18; 21:16 even the average person is warned of ending up among the Rephaim if 

leading a wicked life, with all sinners facing equal destruction regardless of station in life. 

Further, although the theological context of Isa. 26:19 is not entirely clear, it appears to speak 

 
     197 The king in question must have been Sargon II who ruled 722–705 B.C. His end was particularly scandalous 
due to his being the first Assyrian king to die on the battlefield. Moreover, his body disappeared in the aftermath, 
thus preventing proper royal burial (Younger Jr. 2003, 319). This turn of events was also recorded in Isa. 14:18–
20. Sargon II thus served as an appropriate example of a power-hungry tyrant ultimately meeting a disgraceful 
end.   
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of resurrection, stating that even the enfeebled Rephaim buried deep in the earth’s bosom will 

be cast out at the appointed time. Psalm 88:11 is even more obscure, but likely deals with similar 

themes of a possible future resurrection. Here once again the wicked Rephaim too in all their 

embodiment of sinful humanity may yet receive mercy before Yahweh and be raised from their 

graves.  

That the Rephaim would eventually become a seemingly standardized literary trope may 

bespeak the previously intimated “otherness” that the Israelites may have felt towards said 

group as time passed. The biblical record concerning the historical Rephaim elevated them to a 

particularly awe-inspiring position, yet their ultimate downfall seems to have been rather abrupt 

and total. Struck by such a fate later Israelite generations may have then transformed the 

Rephaim into a universal metaphor that no longer had much relation with the historical group 

itself. Since Yahweh was viewed as having sanctioned the destruction of the Rephaim, their 

demise could serve as a theological allegory for the punishment that anyone, high or low, would 

reap from their hubris. Not only standing out as particularly powerful among the inhabitants of 

Canaan, the Rephaim also seem to have disappeared already in the Bronze Age, allowing for 

enough temporal distance for them to develop into something beyond their original historical 

constraints. No other enemy group, even if powerful in their own right, could be treated in such 

a fashion since these lived on as the Israelites’ contemporaries well into the first millennium 

B.C. 

A related yet inverse phenomenon was at play in the Sidonian tradition. Here too the 

Rephaim lived on as figures of the afterlife, only now it was presumably those who had lived 

righteously that could enter their company upon death. Thus, the sarcophagus inscriptions of 

the sixth and fifth century B.C. Sidonian kings Tabnit I and Eshmunazar II, KAI 13 and 14, 

respectively, cursed whomever dared disturb their coffin as being fated to not finding “a resting 

place with the Rephaim.”198 It is clear from these engravings, including the first century A.D. 

Latin-Punic inscription KAI 117, that the exalted memory of the Rephaim lingered on long after 

their extinction. Due to its Punic provenance KAI 117 likely represents a Tyrian tradition, 

therefore suggesting that the dead Rephaim may have figured similarly throughout 

“Phoenician” culture from at least the mid-first millennium B.C. onwards. 

The strikingly opposite attitudes towards said group speak volumes of the great political 

and theological rift between the Israelites and Phoenicians. While the latter viewed it an honor 

to join the Rephaim, for the former they represented an ancestral enemy in life and disgraced 

 
     198 ANET, 662. 
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sinner in death. Such a severe and contrarian view prompts one to wonder whether certain 

biblical texts, especially Isaiah 14 with its sardonic tone, may in fact be parodying Phoenician 

and perhaps other Canaanite beliefs concerning the Rephaim of the netherworld. The 

Phoenicians appear to have believed in the dead leading an active afterlife in their subterranean 

tombs.199 Yet in Israelite understanding both the virtuous and wicked alike seem to have 

descended into šĕʾōl, a place of dark and silent inertia (Psalm 94:17; 115:17; Ecclesiastes 9:10; 

Job 10:21–22), whence the righteous are eventually resurrected to heaven while the evil remain 

in their eternal sleep (Job 14; Daniel 12:2). Thus, that the colorful scene presented in Isa. 14 

appears to contradict the Israelites’ more genuine beliefs concerning one’s existence after death 

does imply that here may be a question of parody. However, beyond the highly polemic Isa. 14, 

when appearing in the capacity of the archetypical dead, the Rephaim do usually function as 

rather straightforward metaphors for the perpetual death of unrepentant sinners. 

 

3. The Rephaim in the Ugaritic Record 

 

3.1. The Rephaim in the “Rpum Texts” 

 

In the Ugaritic tradition the Rephaim figure most extensively in the so-called “Rpum Texts” 

contained in the three fragments KTU 1.20–22.200 Due to their highly incomplete state, much is 

uncertain as to the most accurate interpretation of the narrative contained within. Evident is at 

least that the Rephaim travel by chariot to a sumptuous banquet and that they are called by 

terms of veneration, therefore distinguishing these guests of honor as individuals of rank. Any 

other details read into the text are but attempts, however close to the mark they may be, of 

modern scholarship to bring cohesion to an ancient record riddled with likely irrevocable 

lacunae. 

 
     199 López-Bertran (2019, 296). 
     200 More specifically, courtesy of Schmidt (1991, 124), the Rephaim figure in the passages 1.20:II:6; 1.21:II:3, 
9, 11; 1.22:I:8, 21, 23; 1.22:II:19, and the following reconstructions based on the anticipated repetition of the above 
legible lines: 1.20:I:1; 1.20:II:1, 7; 1.22:II:3, 5, 8, 10, 20, 25. According to Pitard (1999b, 259–60) these fragments 
broke off from at least one sizeable multi-columned tablet, perhaps two. Altogether the three fragments contain 95 
lines, possibly comprising only a mere tenth of the original narrative to which they belonged. Furthermore, of 
these 95 lines only 22 are complete. All of the above facts bear witness to the texts’ fragmentary nature and ensuing 
difficulty of interpretation. As for the provenance of the texts, Pitard believed that while fragments KTU 1.21 and 
KTU 1.22 were probably produced by the previously mentioned priest Ilimalku, KTU 1.20 was not, and therefore 
would have come from a separate tablet (Ibid., 260). Of particular consequence is the suspected connection 
between the “Rpum Texts” and Aqhat, with a number of researchers, including the present author, believing that 
the former is in fact but a segment of the latter more extensive narrative (Ibid., 263). This topic will be revisited 
when discussing Aqhat.   
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Side one of the first fragment (KTU 1.20) opens with the announcement that the 

Rephaim, rpum, here characterized as sd,201 a council of lordly confidants, will shortly be 

arriving for a summertime sacrificial feast. Of particular note is the prompt appearance of the 

words ilnym (for example, KTU 1.20:I:2), ilm (for example, KTU 1.20:II:2), and il (for 

example, KTU 1.20:I:8). The first two are collective epithets for the Rephaite guests that recur 

throughout the texts, whereas the related singular il refers to one central figure. All these words 

ultimately derive from the Proto-Semitic *ʾil,202 the derivatives of which usually denote a state 

of divinity. It is due to factors such as these epithets and the most literal and simplistic 

translations thereof that the Rephaim of the “Rpum Texts” have often been viewed as sporting 

supernatural properties.  

This could be a reasonable enough assumption were these and the other relevant yet 

fragmentary Ugaritic texts the only sources at our disposal. Luckily, we do have the plainer 

biblical record that may provide much needed context for our attempts to better understand the 

Rephaim of the Ugaritic tradition as well. Of course, this is not to say that their Ugaritic 

depiction, a product of a differing time, place, and culture should be expected to correspond 

exactly with that of their biblical counterpart. Still, the biblical account provides a definite 

jumping-off point whereas diving into the murk of Ugarit’s often context-free collection of 

fragments alone has so far yielded little in the way of resolution to the matter. If the Ugaritic 

Rephaim are then suspected of bearing resemblance to their indeed presumably historical and 

mortal biblical brethren, a less supernaturally charged interpretation of the above highlighted 

epithets may yet be proposed. 

Firstly, words derived from *ʾil need not always carry a supernatural sense but may also 

denote more general connotations of godliness or great power. This is readily apparent in 

biblical Hebrew wherein we find, for example, the word ʾêl treated not only as “god,” but 

occasionally also as “strength” or “power.”203 In similar fashion, its cognate ʾayil can possess 

such diverse meanings as “ram, tyrant,”204 “big tree,”205 or “pillar.”206 Clearly all these words 

share a general sense of strength and loftiness, yet vary considerably in their more specific 

 
     201 This interpretation of sd as denoting an exclusive council of lordly confidants is informed by cognates like 
the Hebrew sōḏ, “council of confidants” (HALOT, v.s. דוס ), and the Arabic sayyd, “chief, lord, master” (DULAT, 
742). Apparently the word is a hapax legomenon in the Ugaritic texts (Wyatt 2002, 315).  
     202 Weninger (2011, 121). 
     203 HALOT, s.v. לֵא  IV. It appears, for example, in Gen. 31:29, יִדָי לֵאְל־ ׁשֶי , “it is in my power”; Deut. 28:32, ןיֵא  

לֵאְל ¡ְדָי  , “you are powerless”; and Pr. 3:27 Q, יִדָי לֵאְל תֹויְהִּב , “as long as it is in your power.” Compare this to the 
Ugaritic ul, “(military) force” (DULAT, 50). 
     204 Ibid., s.v. לֵא  I 
     205 Ibid., s.v. לֵא  II 
     206 Ibid., s.v. לֵא  III 
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meanings. Even the related ʾĕlōhîm, although usually reserved for divine entities, may on a rare 

occasion also refer to humans of great authority. For example, in Psalm 82 we find human 

judges invested with godlike, divinely ordained power, their essentially being Yahweh’s 

judicial representatives on earth, and therefore receiving the metaphorical title of ʾĕlōhîm, 

“gods.”207 Here ʾĕlōhîm may hold a double meaning, functioning both as the figurative “stand-

in gods,” but also as signifying great power in general, in the latter case resembling the word’s 

above cognate, the derivative ʾayil in all its semantic versatility. 

An analogous instance to that of Ps. 82 is further encountered in Exodus 7:1 and 22:7–

8. Here human leaders or judges once more expected to carry out the will of Yahweh are called 

ʾĕlōhîm, with the affixed definite article in Ex. 22:7–8 further helping to distinguish the word’s 

present application from its usual divine usage. In fact, Ex. 22 as a whole illustrates well the 

manifold uses of the word ʾĕlōhîm in the Bible. While the word usually refers to Yahweh 

(22:27), it may also occasionally refer generically to the pagan gods of the non-Israelites 

(22:19), and, as already discussed, a non-deity such as a powerful human agent (22:7–8). Lastly, 

to return to the aforementioned ʾêl as signifying general great power and strength, divine or not, 

its plural form appears four times in the Bible and may be best translated as “mighty ones.” For 

example, in Ex. 15:11 we find: mî ḵāmōḵā bāʾêlim yhwh, “Who among the mighty ones 

compares to you, O Yahweh?” Only a few verses later in 15:15 we also chance upon the plural 

form of its already familiar cognate ʾayil, also best rendered, ʾêlê mōʾāḇ, “the mighty ones of 

Moab.” Thus, there appear once more in quick succession various derivatives of *ʾil. The 

context of Ex. 15 clearly designates these “mighty ones” as human enemies, the leaders of 

various pagan nations, over whom Yahweh’s dominance is now asserted.   

Seeing that derivatives of *ʾil can be treated in such versatile ways in the biblical record, 

similar usage may be expected in the Ugaritic texts. The Late Bronze Age Israelites and 

inhabitants of Ugarit did speak related languages and share a culture similar in many respects, 

a fact that manifests itself time and again in the various parallel uses of language and literary 

devices in their respective literatures.208 Thus, we find in the Ugaritic texts instances of 

 
     207 The mortal nature of these individuals is confirmed in Ps. 82:7. Further, quoting Ps. 82:6, John 10:34–35 
plainly shows that as late as New Testament times these “gods” were interpreted not as supernatural beings but 
mortal Israelite leaders made privy of Yahweh’s word and law, thus becoming godlike in their own right. 
     208 Both Hebrew and Ugaritic are Northwest Semitic languages. For a review of the debate concerning the more 
exact classification of Ugaritic, namely whether it falls under the heading of Canaanite or constitutes its own 
branch within Northwest Semitic, see Noorlander (2016). Representing a minority view, Lipinski has suggested 
that Ugaritic comprise an alternative “North Semitic” subgroup together with Eblaite and Amorite (Ibid., 53–54). 
As for shared literary devices, especially poetic ones, the similarities between the biblical and Ugaritic traditions 
are perhaps most evident in the extensive use of parallelism. According to Pardee (1981–82, 168) it was this 
parallelism, not meter, that was the constitutive feature of both Hebrew and Ugaritic poetry. Parallelism is a device 
that compounds words and phrases with equivalent meanings so as to create a pattern of repetition.  
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periphrastic superlatives describing inanimate objects, for example, b arṣ il, “in the divine 

land,”209 and il nḫt, “the divine divan.”210 Pertaining to the “Rpum Texts,” scholars have 

translated the grnt ilm of KTU 1.20:II:9 in similar fashion as “the divine threshing floors.”211 

Considering the appearance of ilm as an apparent parallel of “rephaim” in KTU 1.20:II:1–2,212 

such superlatives can evidently also be attached to sentient beings, in this case the presumably 

mortal Rephaim.  

What then seems implied here is the Rephaim’s state of “belonging” to the divine, 

perhaps more specifically to the deity El, thus their piousness being highlighted via the epithet 

“divine ones, godly ones.” Such interpretation of the suspected superlatives il/ilm seems most 

probable considering the godly characteristics attached to the Rephaim throughout their 

Ugaritic attestations. That said, by dint of the similarities between Hebrew and Ugaritic, it is 

fathomable that, as with Ex. 15’s aforementioned Hebrew êlim and the plural construct form of 

ʾayil, their apparent Ugaritic equivalent too may carry the more temporal meaning of “mighty 

ones.” Thus, the singular form il, first appearing in KTU 1.20:I:8 of the “Rpum Texts,” may 

likewise refer to an individual Rephaite “godly one,” or possibly, “mighty one.” As will shortly 

be argued in greater detail, presumably this is the mortal hero Danel, not an actual god, let alone 

the very head of the Canaanite pantheon, El, as asserted by some scholars.213 

Relevant to the discussion is also the so-called Ugarit King List (KTU 1.113). This is 

one of the few sources to shed light on the royal succession and early history of Ugarit going 

back as far as the Middle Bronze Age.214 In the surviving portion of the text each king’s name 

is preceded by the familiar il, the significance of which has naturally generated much scholarly 

debate. A popular view has been to interpret these deceased kings as having been deified.215 

 
     209 DULAT, 48.  
     210 DULAT, 621–22. 
     211 Caquot et al. (1974, 478). 
     212 Thus in KTU3. However, Pitard (1992, 42; 45) and Lewis (1996, 124) have suggested that the ilm of KTU 
1.20:II:2 be a corruption of the more frequent Rephaite parallel ilnym. Wyatt (2002, 317) has suspected the same 
vis-à-vis KTU 1.20:II:9. Ultimately, whether ilm or ilnym, may be a moot point, since the two seem to figure as 
interchangeable parallels, for example, in the presumably chiastic pattern of KTU 1.6:VI:45–49 of the Baal Cycle, 
wherein they appear as epithets of the Rephaim. 
     213 See, for example, Wyatt (2002, 318–19) and McLaughlin (2001, 32). 
     214 See Singer (1999, 610–13) for discussion on the dating and reign lengths of Ugarit’s kings. Singer concludes 
that the city’s dynasty probably reached back to the beginning of the second millennium B.C., fitting the general 
timeframe of Amorite expansion throughout the Near East.  
     215 For example, Pardee (1988, 173), Singer (1999, 610), Vidal (2000), and Wyatt (2000). Promoting this view, 
Singer (1999, 610) has invoked an Eblaite list wherein a number of rulers are preceded by il’s equivalent, the 
logogram DINGIR. However, such a premise is immediately flawed since we neither know what exactly the 
Eblaites meant by this marker. Archi (2015, 16) too has followed this position, albeit also noting the presence of 
actual, recognizable gods in the same tablet, describing them further as “deities of the kings” to whom offerings 
are being made. Regardless, Archi has maintained that the DINGIR preceding the rulers’ names must qualify them 
too as deities instead of the logogram simply referring only to the personal deities he himself had acknowledged. 
If anything, the Ebla record contradicts the assumption that the Ugaritic kings would have been deified. Besides, 
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However, arguments against a divine character have been more convincing, with both Mario 

Liverani and Brian Schmidt having asserted that il refers to each king’s nameless personal 

deity.216 Schmidt has further argued that deification of the dead, including deceased royalty, 

was simply not practiced in the Levant.217 This factor would also considerably undermine the 

possibility of the Rephaim, whatever their social status be, of being apotheosized. Although the 

prospect of il standing for a personal deity is a plausible one, the present study also submits the 

possibility of its being an epithet attributed to the kings themselves. In this case the term would 

not carry a supernatural sense, but rather a lofty one fit for a mortal, as above has been argued 

vis-à-vis the Rephaim of the “Rpum Texts.” 

In connection to the record of Ugaritic kings, it is important to observe the presence of 

one Rapʾānu as the third king of a Ugaritic syllabic list, and the eighth total king in a 

reconstructed dynastic sequence comprising of both KTU 1.113 and said syllabic list.218 The 

present study adds that if each Ugaritic king is estimated to have reigned an average of twenty 

years, Rapʾānu would have ruled in the mid 18th century B.C. This is naturally an unreliable 

approximation, but Rapʾānu’s position among Ugaritic kings does seem to imply a Rephaite 

presence in Middle Bronze Age Ugarit. Further, his name, perhaps best interpreted as “Of the 

Rephaite,” appears to attest to a more direct Rephaite affiliation than even, say, the ubiquitous 

ʿAmmurapi with its rpʾ element.  

As for the epithet ilnym, this appears frequently as a parallel for rpum/rpim both in the 

“Rpum Texts” (for example, KTU 1.20:I:1–2) and the Baal Cycle (KTU 1.6:VI:46–47). It likely 

comprises of the divine name il with the hypocoristic endings -ānu and -iy-, thus creating a 

nisba formation perhaps best interpreted as “the godly ones,”219 not unlike one of the above 

proposed readings of ilm. Alternatively, L’Heureux was inclined to translate ilnym as the more 

specific “the ones of El.”220 The present study recognizes the plausibility of both renderings, 

 
drawing direct parallels between two records, those of Ebla and Ugarit, separated by roughly a thousand years 
poses its own set of hazards. 
     216 Liverani (1974, 340–41) and Schmidt (1991, 119–20; 198; 335). Del Olmo Lete (1992, 121–23) has also 
opposed a divine reading of the kings. Even Wyatt (2002, 399) who has ultimately supported the view of divine 
kingship allowed for the possibility of il being but a technical term designating a king as being dead. 
     217 Schmidt (1991, 335). 
     218 Vidal (2000, 558). Čech (2020, 37–38) has taken some liberties in musing that this early king may have 
been particularly noted for being “a man of war,” juxtaposing his name with those of the two preceding kings 
Ugarānu and Amqānu whose names may have denoted more peaceable dispositions. He has further drawn parallels 
between Rapʾānu and the Rephaite Og recognized for his martial nature (Ibid., 38). 
     219 Schmidt (1991, 143), who has echoed L’Heureux (1974, 268, no. 14) in the latter’s understanding of the 
term’s grammatic nature. 
     220 L’Heureux (1974, 268, no. 14). 
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the two of which may yet prove somewhat interchangeable.221 As venerated figures of social 

consequence, it may have been taken for granted that the Rephaim possess a pious disposition, 

thus being “the godly ones,” whether in a more general sense or one explicitly pertaining to 

their supreme deity El.222 On the other hand, it may also be that a martial significance was 

intended with ilnym, in which case “the ones of El” may yet yield the best sense. After all, the 

“Rpum Texts” do attach to the Rephaim the warlike epithets mhr bʿl , “warrior of Baal,” and,  

mhr . ʿnt, “warrior of Anat” (KTU 1:22:I:8–9).223  

Moreover, in KTU 1.20:I:2–3 ilnym appears paralleled with the following line’s mtm, 

which the present study interprets as “warriors.”224 Here a number of scholars have read mtm 

as signifying dead entities,225 an assumption ultimately hardly justified in context, yet all the 

same foundational to much speculation. Schmidt has proposed the presence of a chiastic 

structure in KTU 1.6:VI:45–49 of the Baal Cycle, wherein mtm, translated by him as “mortals,” 

would be paralleled with rpum, not ilm of the immediately preceding line.226 The present study, 

however, suggests that in this instance mtm and rpum are equated not for merely carrying the 

significance of mortal men, but more specifically that of warriors.  

On the other hand, the inner two parallels ilnym and ilm of the indeed likely chiastic 

structure need not carry a supernatural sense, but rather connotations of piousness. Naturally, 

not only is the warrior aspect of the Rephaim accentuated here, but also, as befits the context, 

their devotion to the gods Shapash and Kothar-wa-Khasis in KTU 1.6:VI:42–50. Thus, as 

opposed to Schmidt,227 for example, the present study views KTU 1.6:VI:45–49 as referring 

solely to the Rephaim, not them along with the presumed obscure and supernatural entities 

 
     221 A somewhat similar form to that of ʾlnym, that is, lʿl[nm] rpm, possibly, “for the godly Rephaim,” may 
appear in KAI 117, a Latin-Punic bilingual inscription from the first century A.D. Libya. See, for example, Sperling 
(1971, col. 79) for the equation of ʿlnm with ʾlnym, despite the Punic variant’s ayin in lieu of aleph. However, 
according to Vattioni (1980–81, 293–99) and Garbini (1986, 13–14), this damaged inscription should be read lʿl[n] 
rpm, “for the gods of the Rephaim.” The Latin reads D[is] M[anibus] SAC[rum], “to the gods of the undeworld,” 
a formulaic phrase often found on Roman grave markers. Since the inscription hails from such a late period and 
its very orthography remains disputed, it offers little value to the discussion concerning the perceived nature, 
mortal or supernatural, of the Bronze Age Rephaim. Nonetheless, the engraving provides a fascinating insight into 
the endurance of the Rephaim in the late Phoenician diaspora’s cultural memory. 
     222 Relevantly, Gray (1949, 127–39) has suggested that the Rephaim represented an explicitly priestly class of 
men. 
     223 Wyatt (2002, 319) interpreted mhr as a construct singular while, for example, Lewis (1997, 203) has viewed 
it as a construct plural. Whether “warrior,” as in the single central figure beckoning the Rephaim to the feast, or 
“warriors,” as in the invited Rephaim guests, ultimately makes little difference. Applicable to an individual or a 
collective, what matters is the bestowing of warlike titles on the Rephaim.  
     224 DULAT, 590. Compare also with the Akkadian mutum, 2., “man, warrior” (CDA, 225).  
     225 For example, Lewis (1997, 197) and Wyatt (2002, 315). However, Wyatt did interpret mtm as “men” in 
KTU 1.6:VI:48 of the Baal Cycle (Ibid., 144). 
     226 Schmidt (1991, 143). L’Heureux (1979, 130–31) has also rejected the notion of equating the Rephaim with 
dead entities here. 
     227 Schmidt (1991, 149). 
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called ilnym and ilm. Seeing that ilm and ilnym appear to function as roughly interchangeable 

parallels, for the sake of simplicity both will be henceforth rendered as “godly ones.” 

Although the Rephaite related terms ilnym, ilm, il, and mt(m) will continue to receive 

attention as the present study progresses, for now they have been sufficiently “de-

supernaturalized” for the narrative’s more fluent analysis and reconstruction to continue. 

Returning then to the account of the “Rpum Texts,” in KTU 1.20:I:1–3 the lordly Rephaim are 

soon to arrive at the sacrificial feast. In KTU 1.20:I:2 they are called the familiar ilnym, “godly 

ones.” In the subsequent line this word is followed by what the present author reads as kmt 

mtm,228 with ktm perhaps being the lengthened form of the preposition km, “like, as,”229 while 

mtm is once more interpreted as “warriors.” Thus, we find the surmised epithets “godly ones” 

and “warriors” both attached to the arriving Rephaim.  

Upon reaching the banquet, the Rephaim are said to have eaten and drunk, apparently 

under the hospitable supervision of one il, the master of ceremonies (KTU 1.20:I:4–11). As has 

been previously suggested, il and its plural ilm need not necessitate supernatural beings alone. 

This claim grows increasingly credible in light of this very il plausibly being identified with the 

human Danel later in the narrative. This figure is called il dʿrgzm, “the mighty one of ʿrgzm” 

(KTU 1.20:I:8). The latter word’s interpretation is unclear, but perhaps it denotes some kind of 

aromatic and medicinal substance, possibly from a juniper or walnut tree.230 Such a pastoral 

detail would not be unexpected considering the idyllic scene presented in the narrative with its 

summertime feast, threshing floor, and banquet house in the mountains of Lebanon. 

Unfortunately, the text around this passage is too damaged to be of assistance in the 

interpretation. In fact, the rest of the first side of tablet KTU 1.20 is totally broken, disallowing 

for even an estimate of the missing text’s length.  

When the text resumes again on side two of KTU 1.20, the Rephaim are being invited 

to follow the host of the feast into his palace, the building’s character naturally exhibiting the 

presumed Danel’s lofty status. Del Olmo Lete follows the belief of the present author that this 

is indeed Danel who beckons his guests into the residence, not the deity El.231 The Rephaim 

 
     228 KTU3 reads here km tmtm, but also suggests the possibility of the alternative k mtmtm. 
     229 DULAT, 415. 
     230 DULAT, 179. Wyatt (2002, 316) has translated the word as “the nut-groves.” The word ʿrgz also appears as 
the town URU a-ra-gi-zi in KTU. 4.750. It was but a minor settlement of four households that lay near Ugarit, 
whereas a Lebanese setting seems expected in the relevant text. Besides, as a likely plural form, the word would 
be difficult to justify if expected to function as a toponym. The lty of the next line may be its parallel, with “twig” 
from the Akkadian lutû, and “almond” from the Hittite GIŠleti, liti, having been offered as interpretations (DULAT, 
502). Thus, although the text remains fragmentary, we may see in lines KTU 1.20:I:8–9 something to the effect of 
“the mighty one of the almond groves, [    ] who is in charge of the almond.”  
     231 del Olmo Lete (1981, 417). Pitard (1999b, 262) also believed that the host of at least KTU 1.20 is Danel. 
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also enter the host’s sanctuary, which once more highlights the narrative’s religious nature and 

the appropriate piousness surely expected of these high-ranking warriors. It is this martial aspect 

of the Rephaim that is also on overt display in KTU 1.20:II:2–4. Here they are said to have 

hitched their chariots, mrkb, yoked their horses, sswm, and, according to some scholars, raised 

their banners.232 Charioteering was of course emblematic of Late Bronze Age warfare, the 

chariot and steeds’ ownership and maintenance being a privilege of the aristocracy.233 Such 

details in the text exhibit in no uncertain terms the warlike and elite status of the Rephaim of 

the “Rpum Texts” and indeed likely the Ugaritic world as a whole. It must be noted that 

nowhere in ancient Near Eastern literature are dead spirits said to have ridden chariots,234 which 

again speaks against the attribution of such supernatural characteristics to the Rephaim.  

While the Rephaim of the biblical account are never specified as having ridden chariots, 

the vehicle does figure in the Israelite campaigns in Canaan at the turn of the 15th and 14th 

centuries B.C. In Joshua 11:4–5 and 17:16; 18 they are driven by the Canaanite foe, but none 

of these are identified as being of the Rephaim. The Canaanites of Josh. 11:4–5 convened by 

lake Merom, this general area near Galilee featuring in the Ugaritic Rephaite tradition, as will 

shortly be seen. Yet once again this does not constitute evidence of charioteering among the 

biblical Rephaim. Neither are the briefly appearing Rephaim of Genesis 14’s Middle Bronze 

Age account said to have employed chariots.235 However, it may be expected that the biblical 

Rephaim too would have possessed such vehicles no differently from their Ugaritic 

 
     232 For example, de Moor and Spronk (1987, 119) and de Moor (1987, 268). However, Wyatt (2002, 316) has 
expressed skepticism towards this view. 
     233 Charioteering was so vital to any respectable Late Bronze Age military force that such contemporary texts 
as the Amarna letters could mention it in their greeting formulas. For example, in EA 1 the Egyptian pharaoh 
Amenhotep III writes to Babylon’s king Kadašman-Enlil I, saying: “For you may all go well, for your household, 
for your wives, for your sons, for your magnates, your horses, your chariots, for your countries, may all go very 
well.” Furthermore, almost a thousand years before Xenophon’s On Horsemanship, the 14th century B.C. Mitanni 
horse trainer Kikkuli wrote a sophisticated guide to the training of Hittite chariot horses (Nyland 2009, 9–17). 
     234 Pitard (1999b, 266). 
     235 Although chariots are not explicitly mentioned in the Bible until Gen. 41:43 in the context of Joseph’s Egypt 
narrative circa 1671 B.C., it is not impossible that they figure obliquely as early as Gen. 14:10. Here, during battle 
the fleeing kings of Sodom and Gomorrah are said to have fallen into tar pits. This at first seemingly random detail 
may yet become sensible if such accidents resulted from routed charioteers not heeding the battlefield’s terrain in 
their panicked retreat. Notably, the Hellenistic LXX translators seem to have viewed verses Gen. 14:11; 16 as 
mentioning chariots, rendering the Hebrew rĕḵuš of the MT as hippon, “horses.” Rĕḵuš/rĕḵūš carries the meaning 
of “possession, goods” (HALOT, s.v. ׁשּוכְר ׁשֻכְר , ). Yet, its Imperial and Egyptian Aramaic cognate reḵeš can also 
denote a collective of horses, including a team of such (HALOT, s.v. ׁשֶכֶר ). From context it is probable that the 
rĕḵuš of Gen. 14 does not actually concern chariots and that the LXX translation is merely colored by the Aramaic 
of its time. Still, whether or not chariots do appear this early in the Bible, they certainly did exist throughout 
contemporary nearby Syria, as attested in the Mari texts, for example (Hamblin 2006, 146). Further, the Levantine 
Hyksos were probably the first to bring chariots and horses to Egypt too in the 17th century B.C. (Ibid., 131), an 
event that seems reflected in Joseph’s contemporary narrative. 
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counterparts, the chariot essentially being a prerequisite for any formidable force during the 

latter part of the Bronze Age.   

In KTU 1.20:II:6–7 at journey’s end the Rephaim reach the threshing floor, grnt, and 

plantation, mṭʿt. Here they appear to be welcomed by one Danel, dnil . [mt . rpi] (KTU. 120:II:7–

8), the mt rpi of which Theodore Lewis has translated as “man of Rapiu.”236 While this 

interpretation is plausible enough, the present study offers instead the appositional “(the) 

warrior, (the) Rephaite.” This lordly figure is further called ǵzr . mt hrnmy, “(the) champion, 

(the) warrior, (the) Harnemite.” Perhaps here is present a chiastic pattern of ABCCBA. Thus, 

A: dnil and hrnmy signify Danel’s more personal information, including the second parallel’s 

apparent ethnic affiliation; B: appearing twice, mt repeats his being a warrior; C: the parallels 

rpi and ǵzr continue to denote his status as a champion and hero. The pattern is further 

illustrated below: 

 

A: dnil (Danel,) 

     B: mt (the warrior,) 

          C: rpi (the Rephaite,) 

          C: ǵzr (the champion,) 

     B: mt (the warrior,) 

A: hrnmy (the Harnemite/of Harnem.) 

 

While the significance of hrnmy is not entirely clear,237 it may be best interpreted as 

containing the gentilic suffix -y, thus denoting an affiliation or origin of likely ethnic character. 

If so, the hrnm in question may be the same hrnm that appears in the Egyptian Papyrus Anastasi 

I from the end of the thirteenth century B.C.238 Here hrnm is mentioned as lying in apparent 

 
     236 Lewis (1997, 199). Margulis (Margalit) (1970, 299) has taken rpi to be a toponym, comparing it to the 
Transjordanian nw.rpi of Egyptian sources and Raphon of 1 Maccabees 5:37. He has further suggested that Danel’s 
roots may be retraced to this area, his being a “man of Rpi.” Doubtless it is noteworthy that both Egyptian and 
Hellenistic Jewish records attest to a place perhaps etymologically linked to the Rephaim. However, to reduce 
Danel’s epithet rpi to but one obscure toponym seems unwarranted in light of the elaborate traditions concerning 
the Rephaim, their great geographical spread, and the perfectly plausible etymologies suggested for their name. 
Moreover, as the present study will continue to assert, the texts indicate that Danel probably hailed from 
somewhere in Lebanon.  
     237 Wyatt (2002, 250–51) has provided an extensive review of various hypotheses concerning the possible 
meanings of hrnmy. Following Margalit’s convoluted view of hrnmy as being some type of deity (1989, 143; 251–
60), Wyatt (2002, 250) himself has rendered the word as “the devotee of Hrnm.” However, the arguments posited 
in favor of even the attestation of such a god remain unconvincing.   
     238 ANET, 477. Gardiner (1911, 1) has placed the text in Seti II’s reign (1203–1197 B.C.). 
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proximity to such reasonably readily identifiable toponyms as Tḥš, Ḳdš, and ʾIp, indicating a 

southern Syrian or northern Lebanese location.239  

What remains of KTU 1.20:II repeats the Rephaim’s presence at the threshing floor and 

plantation presumably belonging to the host Danel, where the guests are invited to feed on 

various delicacies. Notably KTU3 features the restored qd[mym ] in KTU 1.20:II:10, which 

Lewis, for example, had hesitantly translated as the “ancient ones” already on the basis of the 

older KTU2’s less intelligible q[   ].240 Nonetheless, in light of the rpim . qdmym of a different 

text, that is, KTU.161:24, this is indeed a reasonable reconstruction. Further, Ugarit’s various 

language relatives do suggest “ancient” or “ancestral” as the likely definition of the rehabilitated 

qdmy(m).241  

Yet, while the word appears to accentuate a storied and ancient heritage, the present 

study finds no reason to assume that the Rephaim themselves of these texts need be placed in a 

primordial, let alone mythical, past. Rather they may represent at least roughly contemporary 

figures vis-à-vis the narrative’s author, who are simply continuing the prestige of a long-lasting 

Rephaite legacy. This heritage, we may remember, would have stretched back to at least the 

19th century B.C., if the biblical data, the more indirect Egyptian attestations, and various 

onomastic evidence is anything to go by. Conversely, perhaps under the influence of the 

common scholarly view of placing the Rephaim in a mythical past, Baruch Levine and Jean-

Michel de Tarragon have translated qdmym here not merely as “ancient,” but the rather 

gratuitous “most ancient.”242 

After the broken bottom portion of KTU 1.20:II, the surviving text resumes on the 

second side of the narrative’s second tablet, KTU 1.21. Here is contained repetition of Danel’s 

earlier beckoning to the Rephaim to enter his residence and join the cultic banquet, the mrzʿ 

(KTU 1.21:II:1–5). In KTU 1.21:II:6 we appear to find someone, presumably the kingly Danel, 

likened to a shepherd, probably due to his expected function as protector and leader of his 

subjects. The shepherd king motif was common throughout the ancient Near East, manifesting 

early on, whether as the epithet of rulers like the Sumerian Gudea of Lagash,243 or the 

 
     239 Tḥš and ʾIp appear next to one another in the Amarna letters as Taḥši and Upu (EA 189), the former being 
a country in Amqu, south of Kadesh, according to Moran (1992, 392). Upu or Apu appears again in EA 53 and 
197, its being the area around Damascus (Ibid., 388; Gardiner 1911, 20). Ḳdš of Papyrus Anastasi I must be the 
famous Kadesh on the Orontes (Ibid., 24). Albright (1953, 26–27) has also further associated hrnm with the ancient 
arnm, equating the toponym with modern Hermel in the northern Beqaa valley of Lebanon. 
     240 Lewis (1997, 199). 
     241 DULAT, 684. 
     242 Levine and de Tarragon (1984, 650). 
     243 Frankfort (1978, 256).  
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ceremonial shepherd’s crook wielded by the pharaoh.244 Noteworthy is also that scholars like 

Wyatt and Lewis have viewed the deity El as appearing in KTU 1.21:II:8, yet KTU3 

acknowledges that the supposed il may be amended to <dn>il. Certainly, the context around 

this line does not suggest that anyone but the host Danel would be speaking, once more inviting 

the Rephaim to join the feast at his palace. Besides, as the present study has proposed, even if 

il were correct here, this need not necessitate a supernatural entity. Again, the bottom portion 

of this tablet too is destroyed. 

The first side of the third tablet KTU 1.22:II245 is broken at the top, but eventually 

resumes with the already familiar invitation to the Rephaim to join Danel’s feast. However, 

different this time is that in KTU 1.22:II:1–2 Danel himself appears to speak of journeying to 

his own abode. Although perhaps little more than a literary device, it may be that this detail 

implies that his habitation was something of a summer residence,246 not Danel’s actual seat of 

power. Its apparent location in the Lebanese mountains certainly would support such a view 

since Danel’s capital could be expected to rather lie in a more hospitable situation, for example, 

the Beqaa Valley.  

Of note is also that in KTU 1.22:II:7–8 either Danel alone is called a warrior of Baal 

and Anat, or this description is applied to the Rephaim collectively, once again highlighting 

their martial character. In KTU 1.22:II:12 there appears the entity yḥpn, possibly an individually 

named Rephaite warrior, the significance of which will be shortly elaborated on. In KTU 

1.22:II:13–18 the Rephaim appear to be called to attention, presumably by their host Danel. 

What follows may be a royal ceremony, perhaps a rite of passage, including vows, and oil 

presumably used for anointing. This segment may be partially repeated later in KTU 1.22:I:1–

10. In KTU 1.22:II:17–18 it is said that someone, probably Danel, yuḫ[d    ] nḫt . kḥṯ . dr[kt   ], 

“grasps the divan, the throne of his power,”247 in yet another apparent display of kingship.  

Notable is also the possibility of KTU 1.22:II:17 containing the words ʿl amr,248 which 

de Moor has interpreted as “over Amurru.”249 The immediate context enveloping this phrase is 

fragmentary, but seeing that the overall episode appears to depict a royal occasion with Danel 

at the forefront, here may be described Danel’s rule over Amurru. Although it must be noted 

 
     244 Ibid., (89). 
     245 The present study follows the order originally proposed by Virolleaud (1941, 12), but reversed in KTU. 
Thus KTU 1.22:II represents the actual first side of the tablet, KTU 1.22:I the second. For more discussion, see 
Pitard (1992, 53). 
     246 If so, such a country palace may be comparable to the coastal site of Ras Ibn Hani, suspected by Singer 
(1999, 604) of perhaps once housing the summer residence of nearby Ugarit’s kings. 
     247 Here L’Heureux (1979, 474) had the speaker swearing “by my royal throne.” 
     248 KTU3 reads the first word as ʿṣ, but also allows for the possibility of ʿl. 
     249 de Moor (1987, 270). 
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that the term Amurru was notoriously fluid in its geographical significance,250 Aharoni for one 

has placed the region’s mid-14th century B.C. center in Lebanon’s mountains.251 Incidentally, 

such a timeframe could coincide with that of the “Rpum Texts,” just as Danel’s Lebanese 

background could qualify him as a king “over Amurru.”  Moreover, Amurru appears to have 

been quite decentralized in this period, comprising of several independent polities,252 thus 

indicating that if indeed an Amurrite king, Danel would likely have been but one of several. 

Although Danel’s declaration as an Amurrite monarch is a highly tentative proposition, such 

status could in part explain his fame in not only the Ugaritic tradition, but evidently also that of 

the Israelites, since the same figure seems to appear in the biblical record (Ezekiel 14:14; 20; 

28:3). As for the rest of side one of KTU 1.22, here we find further repetition of the previous 

account of the Rephaim arriving by chariot, after which the text once again breaks off. 

The second side of the tablet, KTU 1.22:I,  is broken in its top portion, and once the text 

does continue, interpretation of its first few lines is fraught with uncertainty. However, the 

presence of a shrine and familial terms like “son” and “grandfather” may suggest the 

performance of some kind of intergenerational initiation ritual, or as Wyatt has put it, “a quasi-

ritual procedure, part of the blessing of subsequent generations.”253 The fraternal ambience of 

this segment is accentuated by the Rephaim crowding into the shrine, ṯkm . bm ṯkm . aḫm . qym 

. il, “shoulder to shoulder, brothers whom il made stand up” (KTU 1.22:I:5).254 This il, perhaps 

again best rendered as “godly one,” must once more be Danel to whom the Rephaim may be 

standing to attention as their host enters their midst. Further, in KTU 1.22:I:6–7 the guests seem 

to bless their host’s, the godly one’s, name. The lines end with the paralleling epithets mtm and 

ǵzrm, the latter meaning “champions,” thus bolstering the previously offered interpretation of 

mtm as “warriors.” 

KTU 1.22:I:8–10 is notable for its possible inclusion of individually named Rephaim, 

with scholars like Wyatt and del Olmo Lete having seen in KTU 1.22:I:8’s ṯmq the vocalized 

proper name Thamaq.255 On the other hand, Lewis has left this word untranslated while Wayne 

 
     250 Singer (1991, 69–74). 
     251 Aharoni (1979, 171). 
     252 Benz (2016, 141–66).  
     253 Wyatt (2002, 320).  
     254 The translation “made stand up,” according to de Moor (1987, 271), is but one provisional example of how 
this ambiguous passage could be interpreted. Qym may also be rendered as “assistant” (DULAT, 710). As for the 
relevant blsmt that begins KTU 1.22:I:6, left untranslated above, Rahmouni (169, 2008) has argued that this word 
be a derivative of the root lsm, “to run,” and carry the meaning of “military scout” or “messenger.” Such an 
interpretation would certainly be in keeping with the Rephaite military motifs running through this text and other 
records concerning the group. 
     255 Wyatt (2002, 231) and del Olmo Lete (1981, 423). 
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Pitard has not been sure whether to interpret it as a verb or proper name.256 Wyatt has suggested 

that this ṯmq be associated with the Hurrian deity Shimegi, but admits that evidence elsewhere 

in the Ugaritic corpus finds this name spelled as ṯmg or šmgy.257 Besides, ṯmq appears as a 

human’s name in the economic text KTU 4.93:IV:3. In light of this, if here is indeed question 

of a proper name, this should rather be attributed to a mortal Rephaite. The relevant passage in 

KTU 1.22:I:8–9 could then be read as follows: ṯm . ṯmq . rpu . bʿl . mhr bʿl w mhr . ʿnt, “There 

was Thamaq, the Rephaite of Baal, the warrior of Baal, indeed the warrior of Anat.” 

In the immediately following passage KTU 1.22:I:9–10 appears the word yḥpn,258 which 

has also been considered a proper name. Wyatt has vocalized and translated this and the 

following ḥyly together as “Yahipan the valorous,”259 whereas Meindert Dijkstra has interpreted 

ḥyly as the gentilic “Hayilite.”260 As with the preceding ṯmq, Lewis has seen no proper name 

here, but tentatively translated the relevant two words as “armed forces encircle.”261 The present 

study suggests that yḥpn ḥyly be translated as “Yahipan, the fighter.”262 Wyatt has read 

Yahipan’s further epithets zbl . mlk . ʿllmy as “the prince of eternal kingship,”263 while Aicha 

Rahmouni opted for “the prince, the eternal king.”264 All of these views are plausible, as is 

Marvin Pope’s comparison of ʿllmy with the Arabic ʿallāmiyyun, “(very) wise.”265 Yahipan 

reappears in KTU 1.22:II:12.  

The esteemed guests having been duly saluted, in KTU 1.22:I:12–17 the Rephaim 

slaughter various animals for their feast while the banquet table is laden with at least olives, 

dates, and kingly wine. Beyond the obvious festivities taking place, there are many details in 

this segment that remain disputed. For example, some have interpreted the ʿbrm of KTU 

1:22:II:15’s apparent simile as the generic “traveler,”266 while others have seen here the 

presence of the ubiquitous Habiru or ʿIbrî.267  

Particularly tantalizing for the present study is KTU 1:22:I:17–19, wherein we seem to 

find repeated the provenance of the wine drunk by the Rephaim. Due to the repetition in these 

 
     256 Lewis (1997, 203) and Pitard (1992, 73). 
     257 Wyatt (2002, 321). 
     258 The present study raises the possibility of yḥpn being an erroneous form of the name yṭpn that appears 
frequently in Aqhat. This matter will be reintroduced during the examination of Aqhat. 
     259 Wyatt (2002, 321). 
     260 Dijkstra (1988, 47). 
     261 Lewis (1997, 203). 
     262 DULAT, 376. 
     263 Wyatt (2002, 321). 
     264 Rahmouni (2008, 170). 
     265 Pope (1977, 171–72). 
     266 Lewis (1997, 204) and L’Heureux (1979, 153). 
     267 Wyatt (2002, 322). 
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lines, Ugaritic poetry’s other characteristic device, parallelism, may be expected. Indeed, in one 

tentative translation yn . ṯmk mrṯ, “wine of the estate of Ṯmk,”268 may parallel yn . bld gḷl, “wine 

of the land of G̣ll.” Further, and more importantly, yn . srnm, must be associated with yn . išryt 

. ʿnq. While the significance of the latter excerpt is disputed, scholars tend to agree on the 

former’s srnm being cognate with the Hebrew seren, “governor,”269 which biblically first 

appears in the early 14th century B.C. context of Joshua 13:3. This is most significant since in 

the Bible this word is reserved for Philistine rulers only, its very etymology likely bearing 

witness to said nation’s partially non-Levantine origin.270 That the srnm of the “Rpum Texts” 

may have been Philistines is bolstered by the Rephaite Anakim connection in Philistia, as has 

previously been established on the basis of the relevant biblical data, namely Josh. 11:22.  

Moreover, yn srnm, “wine of the governors,” is apparently paralleled with yn išryt ʿnq, 

which the present study cautiously translates as “wine of the remnant of Anak(im).” 

Interpretations of other scholars tend to see here vague talk of necklaces,271 but there is nothing 

in the context that would render such a reading reasonable. On the other hand, the likeness 

between išryt ʿnq here and the previously discussed šʾryt ʿnqm of the amended Jeremiah 47:5, 

or LXX Jer. 29:5, is considerable. Only in the initial word the aleph’s metathesis slightly 

differentiates the two counterparts, while ʿănāq and ʿănāqîm are interchangeable collective 

forms according to the biblical tradition.  

 
     268 Typically, ṯmk and gḷl have been taken to be toponyms even if ultimately their identities remain unknown. 
For example, Wyatt (2002, 322) has offered the possibility of a Lebanese environment, while lake Hule in Galilee 
has been proposed by de Moor (1995, 206), among others. It is possible that ṯmk is equivalent to “the shore of 
šmk” by which Baal is said to have hunted in KTU 1:10:II:9 (DULAT, 814). If the entities in question are in fact 
place names, considering the Philistine context suggested by the present study, they may yet be placed in said 
people’s lands. That said, there is no reason why these names could not belong to individuals. For example, it may 
be that ṯmk is merely a variation or misspelling of the largely homophonous ṯmq, the name of the previously 
appearing Rephaite figure. Furthermore, the present study will shortly produce a possible translation that does not 
treat  ṯmk and gḷl as proper names at all.  
     269 HALOT, s.v. ןֶרֶס  Among others, Wyatt (2002, 322) and Lewis (1997, 204) have equated the Ugaritic srnm 
with the Hebrew srn. 
     270 srn has been widely compared with the Greek tyrannos, which in turn derived from the Luwian tarwanis 
(Singer 2013, 20). However, others like Garbini (1991, 20) have questioned the seren-tyrannos connection as 
linguistically dubious, instead suggesting an alternative Anatolian etymology. Similarly, the notorious Philistine 
Goliath’s name has been associated with the Lydian Alyattes, although Maeir et al. (2008, 57–58) have considered 
this an implausible linguistic match, proposing rather the Carian w/uliat. They have added the possibility of this 
name equaling the ʾalwt of the Philistine Gath inscription of the late eleventh to mid ninth centuries B.C. (Ibid., 
58; 48). Incidentally, the biblical Goliath of Gath died circa 1015 B.C. Beyond the apparent linguistic connection 
with Western Anatolia, the Hebrew pĕlištîm and Egyptian Peleset may correspond with Palistin/Walistin, an early 
Iron Age Luwian state on the extreme northwestern coast of Syria (Hawkins 2011, 51–53). Thus, the present study 
views the Philistines’ partially non-Semitic ancestry as probably largely hailing from Western Anatolia.  
     271 For example, del Olmo Lete (1981, 424) and de Moor (1987, 272). 
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Thus may be forged a meaningful connection between the Ugaritic Rephaim narrative 

and the Anakite descended Philistine Rephaim of the biblical tradition.272 That the people of 

Ugarit would write with praise about the Rephaim of such far-flung places as Bashan’s 

Ashtaroth and Edrei in KTU 1.108 proves that distance was not a discouraging factor in 

establishing affinity with said figures. The same could then have been true for the apparent 

bond between the hypothetical Philistine Rephaim and the Rephaite Danel himself probably 

based somewhere in Lebanon. Naturally such a connection does not necessitate that Danel’s 

Rephaite guests need be Philistines per se, whether exclusively or only partly so. Still, it seems 

unlikely that this nation would be evoked repeatedly if the wine were but a Philistine import 

without further relevance. Ultimately, since the present study has established a possible 

affiliation between the Anakim of southern Canaan and the Middle Bronze Age Amorite 

founders of Ugarit, it would not be unexpected to find the former group esteemed in the latter 

city’s literature.  

Consequently, the present study proposes that at least a significant segment of Danel’s 

invitees were indeed Philistines who brought with them wine offerings from their local 

vineyards. If then Danel’s guests were “remnants of the Anakim,” this may date the narrative 

to sometime after 1400 B.C., this being the time the Israelites were said to have destroyed all 

the Anakim save for those still left in Philistia (Josh. 11:21–22). Moreover, Josh. 13:3 calls the 

early 14th century leaders of the Philistine pentapolis sarnê pĕlištîm, “the governors of the 

Philistines.” As previously speculated, the “Rpum Texts’” likely author Ilimalku may have been 

active during the mid-14th century. Therefore, this account could represent a contemporary 

attestation of the Philistine Rephaite subgroup not long after the calamities faced by their 

brethren in the Judaean Mountains.  

Beyond their apparently noble disposition, the more specific social status of these 

Rephaite guests remains uncertain. For example, it is not clear whether the royal epithets 

bestowed on Yahipan of KTU 1.22:I:9–10 distinguish him as an actual king or whether such 

exalted language is more pomp than true acknowledgement between kingly equals. However, 

a straightforward reading of the relevant passage does suggest that he was indeed a king, and 

moreover, perhaps one of Philistine background.  

At this juncture we may attempt a full rendering of the relevant Ugaritic text, that is, hn 

. ym . yṣq . yn . ṯmk mrṯ . yn . srnm . yn . bld gḷl . yn . isryt . ʿnq (KTU 1.22:I:17–19). Beyond 

 
     272 Further, Ugarit maintained close relations with a number of Canaanite cities, some of the most important of 
which were the traditionally Philistine-associated Ashkelon and Ashdod (de Moor 1995, 206). According to the 
Bible, Ashkelon was a confirmed Rephaite stronghold at least at the beginning of the 14th century.  
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the previous translation with its possible toponyms, what follows is a more “Philistine specific” 

variant with ṯmk being entertained as the previously discussed Rephaite Thamaq. Thus: 

“Behold, daylong he poured273 the wine of Thamaq’s estate, wine of the governors, wine of the 

harvested land, wine of the remnant of Anak.” This would result in a plausible ABAB 

parallelistic structure. Other translations remain possible as well, for example: “Behold, 

daylong wine was poured there like dirt, wine of the governors, wine with no after-thirst, wine 

of the remnant of Anak.”274 Yet, regardless of such finer details, the present study holds firm to 

its parallelistic reading that links the Anakite Rephaim with the Philistines. 

Resuming the narrative, KTU 1.22:I:20 is difficult to interpret, but notably contains the 

word lbnn, “Lebanon,” which KTU 1.22:I:24–25 implies as being the location of Danel’s 

banquet house. It is possible that KTU 1.22:I:25’s b irt . lbnn be read as “Beirut of Lebanon.” 

However, considering the previous line’s b prʿ, perhaps “on the peak,”275 b irt probably 

functions better as its parallel, with the b preposition being followed by irt, perhaps “slope,”276 

thus, “on the slope of Lebanon.” Danel’s likely Lebanese background has previously been 

observed by his perhaps being from the town of Hrnm, which may be associated with the 

northern Beqaa valley. Before the text breaks off on the second side of KTU 1.22, we find the 

phrase aliyn . bʿl, probably best rendered as “the most powerful Baal” (KTU 1.22:I:26). This 

fragmented episode appears to connect the “Rpum Texts” with the narrative of Aqhat, this being 

an important matter further elucidated in the present study’s next segment. 

 

 
     273 The pourer of wine is presumably the host Danel, perhaps not as the actual cupbearer, but in the general 
capacity of master of ceremonies. On the other hand, it is possible that the verb yṣq has here the quality of a passive 
participle, thus, “was poured,” or, alternatively, it could perhaps even be read causatively, as in, “made drink.” 
     274 The modification of ṯmk and mrṯ may be justified since the two words end and begin their respective lines, 
thus being particularly liable to orthographical confusion – see L’Heureux (1979, 153) who also divides ṯm, 
“there”, and k, “like.” So, when modified, we may obtain the words ṯm km rṯ, “there like dirt.” Considering the 
following KTU 1.22:I:21–24 with its depiction of excessive eating and drinking, it may be that the relevant passage 
fares best as follows: “Behold, daylong wine was poured there like dirt.” Such a hyperbolic simile, where a thing 
of value becomes almost as if worthless in excess, would resemble those found in the Bible. For example, in 
Zechariah 9:3 gold and silver figure in such abundance as to be compared to dust and dirt. Further, this hyperbole 
could be paralleled with yn bld gḷl, that is, “wine with no after-thirst,” if de Moor’s interpretation be followed 
(1987, 272). Thus would be continued the theme of a seemingly endless supply of drink at Danel’s feast. 
     275 DULAT, 668. 
     276 Ibid., (106). 
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Figure 2. Key towns associated with the Rephaim as they appear in the following records: 

red=biblical record; blue=Ugaritic record; purple=biblical and Ugaritic record 
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3.2. The Rephaim in Aqhat 

 

As with most lengthier literary texts from Ugarit, Aqhat too is usually attributed to the scribe 

Ilimalku.277 This work is particularly important to the ongoing investigation due to its featuring 

the same Danel of the foregoing “Rpum Texts,” the kingly host who held a great feast for his 

Rephaite guests. Naturally this factor has generated much debate over the possibility of these 

two fragmental narratives ultimately originating from the same larger whole.278 On the face of 

it, the notion that Aqhat and the “Rpum Texts” be separate works seems plausible considering 

that Danel may have been something of a folk hero to the broader Levantine world. Beyond the 

Ugaritic tradition, he seems to appear in the Bible, evincing the far-reaching fame of this likely 

Lebanese individual. As a prominent figure of shared cultural heritage, he may have then been 

the object of multiple different narratives, some perhaps more rooted in history than others. 

Regardless, the present study will go on to propose that the two Ugaritic narratives do in fact 

belong together.  

Before delving into a closer analysis of Aqhat, it is prudent to cast a look at Danel’s 

plausible appearance in the biblical record. If here is indeed question of the same person, in 

Ezekiel 14:14; 20 he figures as Daniel, a virtuous man on par with the two other heroes 

mentioned, Noah and Job. In Ezek. 28:2–3 he is further invoked as a man laudable for his 

wisdom in comparison with Ezekiel’s contemporary, the haughty Tyrean king Ethbaal III who 

ruled circa 600–575 B.C.279 It is possible that this specific juxtaposition between Danel and the 

Phoenician king arose from both figures hailing from Lebanon, with Danel too probably being 

a king, but only his being righteous of the two. Danel’s attestation here raises intriguing 

questions concerning Israelite conceptions of his character, for example, whether they too 

considered him a Rephaite. At least Ezek. 14:14 implies that he was viewed as revering Yahweh 

along with the other non-Israelite Job and Noah.  

Turning to the Aqhat narrative, after about ten missing lines at the beginning of the 

text’s first tablet we find an already familiar description of Danel. Appearing here damaged yet 

repeated elsewhere in full, we read: [dnil . mt . rp]i, “Danel, (the) warrior, (the) Rephaite” (KTU 

1.17:I:1). This is often accompanied, for example, in KTU 1.17:I:17–18, by the equally familiar 

ǵzr . mt . hrnmy, “(the) champion, (the) warrior, (the) Harnemite”. The exact same description 

of Danel appears in KTU 1.20:II:7–8 of the “Rpum Texts.” 

 
     277 Wyatt (1999b, 234–35). 
     278 For further discussion on this matter, see Pitard (1999b, 263). 
     279 Lipinski (2006, 201). 
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KTU 1.17:I:2–3 launches Aqhat’s surviving narrative into action, uzr . ilm . ylḥm . [uzr 

. yšqy . ]bn . qdš, which Simon Parker has translated, “girded, gives food to the gods, [girded 

gives drink to] the deities.”280 Here Parker follows a standard scholarly view of treating the 

regaled entities as gods,281 although he takes this premise an audacious step further by bluntly 

translating bn qdš as “deities.” Interpretation of the above passage is slightly hampered by 

uncertainty as to whether the verbs ylḥm and yšqy should be read as causatives, “to make 

eat/drink,” or in the simple sense, “to eat/drink.”282 While the verb šqy can function causatively 

in the G stem, such is not encountered in the case of lḥm,283 rendering a causative reading of 

the whole unlikely. In light of this, the present study proposes that now it is the host Danel who 

does the eating and drinking, not the divine entities he is supposedly feeding. The enrobed284 

Danel feasts himself to satiation and then retires for the night, undresses, and goes to sleep, only 

to wake up and revel again the next day. This sequence is repeated a number of times in the 

text, the first of which iterations occurs in KTU 1.17:I:1–5. 

That said, from the present study’s perspective, it is ultimately of secondary importance 

whether Danel himself is feasting or regaling others. Crucial is rather clarifying the significance 

of the words ilm and bn qdš. As has been asserted hitherto, beyond simply denoting a deity, il 

may also function as an epithet signifying mortal godliness or might, the former perhaps 

particularly as pertaining to the worship of the god El. In the foregoing “Rpum Texts” it was 

this very term that was occasionally applied to Danel as he continued to beckon the Rephaite 

guests to join his banquet, for example, in KTU 1.21:II:1–3. In Aqhat it is this pious aspect of 

il(m) that appears once more accentuated with its coupling with bn qdš, perhaps best translated 

as “son of holiness.” The form ilm has naturally been taken to be a plural here by many scholars. 

Yet it may be better interpreted as the singular il affixed with the enclitic -m that appears in 

various environments in Ugaritic.285 The likelihood of this view is bolstered by the appearance 

of uzrm twice in KTU 1.17:I:21–22, this being an affixed variant of the expected uzr of previous 

passages, for example, in KTU 1.17:I:2–3. Such a form would be grammatically difficult to 

 
     280 Parker (1997, 51).  
     281 Others who have subscribed to this view are, among others, Wright (2001, 20), Wyatt (1999b, 235), and 
Wyatt (2002, 251). 
     282 See Wright’s detailed review of this issue (2001, 22–26). 
     283 Ibid., (25–26). 
     284 uzr is typically translated as “girded” or “veiled” (DULAT, 134). It is also possible that the word could be 
read as the reflexive “he enrobed himself.” This would better conform to the likely intended sense of parallelism 
of Danel dressing up before the feasts and then undressing afterwards. On the other hand, in translation this option 
may prove clumsier and less intuitive, with the actor Danel seemingly repeatedly dressing himself up between 
eating and drinking. 
     285 DULAT, 504–6. 
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account for if not for the presence of the enclitic -m here as well.286 The present study then 

suggests the following translation of uzr . ilm . ylḥm [uzr . yšqy . ]bn . qdš and its equivalents 

elsewhere, “Enrobed, the godly one eats, enrobed, the son of holiness drinks,” this pious figure 

naturally being Danel. 

Beyond the common denominator that was Danel, Aqhat’s beginning with its festive 

atmosphere bears considerable resemblance to the “Rpum Texts’” overall mood. Indeed, a 

number of scholars have argued that the latter account represents but the remains of a fourth 

tablet of the Aqhat narrative.287 However, contrary to their view that the events of the “Rpum 

Texts” should take place after the extant Aqhat text, the present study proposes the opposite. 

The gap between these two sets of highly fragmented texts may yet be bridged thanks to the 

last partially surviving lines of the “Rpum Texts,” that is, KTU 1.22:I:25–27. Before the texts 

breaks off here, aliyn . bʿl, “the most powerful Baal,” is said to have appeared on the seventh 

day of the Rephaite feast (KTU 1.22:I:26). KTU 1.22:I:27 is badly damaged, but the words 

abyn, “wretched,” and rʿh, “his friend,” are readily legible. This sequence matches that which 

we encounter in Aqhat, starting at KTU 1.17:I:15, wherein the deity Baal approaches Danel on 

the seventh day of feasting. Baal speaks to Danel, attaching to him the word aby[[x]]n (KTU 

1.17:I:16), apparently “wretched,”288 agreeing with the description found at the end of the 

“Rpum Texts.” Further, the “Rpum Texts’” aforementioned rʿh, “his friend,” matches the 

semantically equivalent aryh, “his friend,” which appears numerously in the Aqhat segment 

lamenting Danel’s lack of heir vis-à-vis his companions, for example, in KTU 1.17:I:19.  

In summary, we see that the “Rpum Texts” break off just as Baal enters to observe Danel 

on the seventh day of his feast, calling him “wretched” and lamentingly juxtaposing Danel’s 

childlessness with his friends’ offspring. The surviving portion of Aqhat begins with repetition 

of Danel’s days-long feasting, this segment paralleling the multiday banqueting of the Rephaite 

guests of the “Rpum Texts’” KTU 1.22:I:17–28, only this time the focus being on Danel’s 

individual actions. Then Baal once again emerges on the seventh day to observe Danel’s 

wretched state. Such repetition of the deity’s entrance is not strange in the slightest considering 

the general reiteration present throughout the “Rpum Texts” and Aqhat, the two of which must 

again be but separated portions of the same narrative. As a side note, although the present study 

 
     286 See also DULAT, 505. 
     287 For example, Caquot et al. (1974, 463), de Moor (1976, 332), Margalit (1989, 464–65), and Spronk (1986, 
160–61). In fact, this was the prevailing scholarly view upon first discovering the relevant Ugaritic texts (Wyatt 
2002, 314). 
     288 Based on editions prior to KTU3 del Olmo Lete (1981, 368), Xella (1982, 194), and Aitken (1990, 29) all 
interpreted the relevant excerpt as abyn at, which could be read “you are wretched,” or, “wretched you are.” 
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prefers to view Danel as the feaster in Aqhat’s opening segment, it is not implausible that his 

Rephaite guests be interpreted as performing this action. Important is simply that those eating 

and drinking be regarded as mortals, not nebulous deities. 

Aqhat features a villain named yṭpn who first appears in KTU 1.18:IV:6, whereafter he 

figures somewhat prominently throughout the remaining narrative. Scholars such as Parker, 

Margalit, and Wyatt have interpreted yṭpn’s epithet mhr š[t] as denoting him as a warrior of 

Sutean affiliation.289 Considering how conspicuously similar-looking the Ugaritic cuneiform 

alphabet signs for the letters ḥ and ṭ are, one must wonder whether yṭpn here and the previously 

discussed, assumed Rephaite warrior yḥpn/Yahipan of the “Rpum Texts’” KTU 1.22:I:9–10; 

II:12 could be the same person. If indeed such a scribal error has occurred in transmission, most 

likely Aqhat’s yṭpn would be the correct form since it figures more frequently than the merely 

twice appearing yḥpn of the “Rpum Texts.” His presence in both texts would not be unexpected 

as the two again probably derive from the same larger whole. However, his transformation from 

“prince of eternal kingship” in KTU 1.22:I:9–10 to a cut-throat in Aqhat, even if one sanctioned 

by the goddess Anat, would perhaps seem unjustifiable. On the other hand, such drama may not 

be unexpected in the text, with Danel’s forsaking by divine Anat being coupled with the betrayal 

of his mortal comrade yḥpn/yṭpn. Besides, since both the “Rpum Texts” and Aqhat are highly 

fragmentary, one ought to refraim from too many assumptions as to how the plot should best 

and most logically unfold.  

Be that as it may, if the above suggested identification holds any merit, this would imply 

that a Rephaite individual could have possibly been of Sutean descent,290 although said group 

itself may have constituted but an Amorite subset.291 On the other hand, it has previously been 

observed that via the Anakim, Rephaim of Hurrian and perhaps even partially Western 

Anatolian and Aegean ancestry may have existed. In any case, it may be becoming increasingly 

apparent that in the Late Bronze Age a Rephaite classification needed no longer necessitate an 

exclusively Amorite pedigree. 

Beyond providing clues for the re-establishment of the “Rpum Texts” as a broken off 

episode of Aqhat’s larger narrative, the latter tale continues to confirm characteristics of Danel 

 
     289 Parker (1997, 65) viewed this figure as being an actual Sutean. On the other hand, Margalit (1989, 337–40) 
and Wyatt (2002, 282) have interpreted this designation to be sociological rather than ethnic, essentially carrying 
the more general connotation of an unscrupulous mercenary or hireling, such as befitted the Suteans’ Late Bronze 
Age notoriety. 
     290 Heltzer (1978, 5–20) has in fact proposed a Sutean origin for the Rephaim.  
     291 Heimpel (2003, 597). Although originally the name of an ancient tribal group well attested already in the 
19th century B.C. Mari texts (Ibid., 25–26), by the Late Bronze Age, “Sutean” was acquiring an increasingly 
infamous general sense of roaming and even dangerous bands (Moran 1992, 393). It is certainly possible that such 
a connotation was intended here too vis-à-vis yṭpn, and not necessarily an actual ethnic one. 
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already previously implied in its sister text. One such was Danel’s social status, inferred to have 

been kingly by his role as host to a banquet of elite charioteers, the terms of veneration applied 

to him, and his apparent association with a throne. Danel’s position as king is further indicated 

in Aqhat’s KTU 1.17:V:4–8. Here it is said: “He arises and sits down at the entrance of the gate 

among the nobles,292 which is by the threshing floor; he dispenses the law to the widow, he 

executes judgement to the orphan.” The various aspects of rulership in the above passage find 

parallels elsewhere in ancient Near Eastern records. These factors combined, Danel’s standing 

as a king is all but certain. 

In both biblical and Akkadian Mesopotamian texts the gate could function as a legal 

court; comprising the city’s elders in Israel, and judges in Mesopotamia,293 such individuals 

likely resembling the nobles of the Ugaritic text.294 The royal significance, if any, of the Ugaritic 

threshing floor motif is less clear. Jaime Waters has argued, although unconvincingly, that 

besides their obvious agricultural function, these spaces occupied an important place in Ugarit’s 

cultic life.295 The biblical 1 Kings 22:10 seems to corroborate Aqhat with its mention of Israelite 

kings sitting at the threshing floor by the gate. However, such proximity between the 

agricultural facility and a city’s gates seems unexpected, having prompted Sidney Smith to 

suggest that the word be interpreted as any open area, not necessarily a threshing floor per se.296 

Victor Matthews has opined that in the relevant contexts of both Aqhat and the Bible, the 

assumed “threshing floor,” grn, is best interpreted as a public square where legal and civic 

functions took place.297 Finally, the motif of the widow, the orphan, and the poor, is ubiquitous 

in the ancient Near East, besides its Ugaritic attestation also figuring in biblical, Egyptian, and 

Mesopotamian records.298 Defending the legal rights of the disadvantaged was the expected 

duty of any righteous king, the failure to do so being perhaps so great a transgression as to 

warrant the king’s disposing, as in the Ugaritic Keret (KTU 1.16:VI:45–47). 

 
     292 Wyatt (2002, 267) and Margalit (1989, 148) have interpreted adrm as “trees.” However, such a reading 
would be somewhat justified only in the unlikely case that these trees paralleled the plantation as far back as KTU 
1.20:II:9 of the “Rpum Texts,” both appearing together alongside the threshing floor in their respective passages. 
Even if still improbable, another interpretation could be “granary” (DULAT, 21), producing a better parallel with 
the threshing floor. Nonetheless, due to analogous biblical and Mesopotamian phenomena, “nobles” remains the 
most intuitive reading.  
     293 May (2014, 95). 
     294 Regarding Danel’s joining a group of leaders to exercise collective governance in the city gate, Russell 
(2017, 72–75) has highlighted several equivalent episodes from elsewhere in ancient Near Eastern records. 
     295 Waters (2013, 152–53). His Ugaritic examples allegedly testifying to the threshing floor’s cultic significance 
range from the questionable (Keret; KTU 1.116:1–2) to the near impossible (Aqhat; the “Rpum Texts”). 
     296 Smith (1953, 42–45). 
     297 Matthews (1987, 29–30). In such instances the word grn may have been an archaism harking back to a time 
before a settlement grew so great as to absorb its original threshing floor within the city’s newer, walled portion 
(Ibid., 29). 
     298 Patterson (1973, 225–28). 
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Besides bolstering Danel’s status as a Rephaite king, Aqhat may contain further clues 

as to his geographic surroundings. Margalit in particular has advocated the “Kinnereth 

hypothesis,” according to which the surroundings of Kinnereth, that is, the Sea of Galilee, 

would be present in the narrative.299 More broadly speaking, Margalit observed that the Aqhat 

narrative gravitated strongly to the Lebanon-Hermon-Huleh-Kinnereth-Bashan region.300 Thus, 

in general agreement with Margalit, appearing in KTU 1.19:III:41, Danel is said to have buried 

his murdered son Aqhat, b mdgt . b knrt, of which here is proposed the following possible 

translation, “in a tomb by Kinnereth.” Moreover, a few lines later in KTU 1.19:III:45–46, one 

of the nearby cities accursed by the grieving Danel is called qr . mym. The present study 

observes that this may correspond with the toponym kꜣrmjm, which appears in the Egyptian 

campaign lists of the 15th century B.C. Thutmose III and the 12th century Ramesses III.301 One 

of the other towns execrated by Danel is ablm (KTU 1.19:IV:1–3), which George Barton 

identified with Abel-Beth-Maacah in Upper Galilee near Dan.302  

While the aforementioned locations may figure prominently in Aqhat, the present study 

maintains its view that Danel and his family be above all associated with Lebanon. The Galilean 

surroundings seem to rather be but the scene of Aqhat’s doomed hunting expedition (KTU 

1.18:I:27), not his country of origin. Regardless, it is striking that such a prominent Ugaritic 

literary work be set in regions relatively far removed from Ugarit itself, this seemingly being 

also the case with the next reviewed narrative of Keret. 

 

3.3. The Rephaim in Keret 

 

Like the other two extensive works of literature in the Ugaritic corpus, the Baal Cycle and 

Aqhat, Keret or Kirta too is commonly thought to have been recorded by the presumably 14th 

century scribe Ilimalku.303 The protagonist of the narrative is king Keret of a location or dynasty 

called ḫbr, perhaps suggesting a Syrian or Upper Mesopotamian origin by the river Khabur.304 

 
     299 Margalit (1976, 173–75; 1989, 233–34). Also Barton (1941) championed the Galilee connection early on. 
As for differing views, while Wyatt (2002, 306) has acknowledged the possibility of a Galilean setting, he has 
regardless conjectured that knrt be translated as “cemetery.” On the other hand, Parker (1997, 74) has dared not 
translate the word at all. 
     300 Margalit (1989, 16). He further added that Aqhat along with the rest of the Ugaritic literary corpus expressed 
“the Weltanschauung of a West-Semitic people inhabiting northern (Galilean) Canaan and northern Transjordan 
(Bashan/Golan) in the middle of the second millennium B.C.E.” (Ibid., 473). 
     301 ANET, 242. 
     302 Barton (1941, 213–25). 
     303 For example, Greenstein (1997, 9). 
     304 Wyatt (2002, 176) and Gibson (2004, 23). For other interpretations of Keret’s origin, see Wyatt (2002, 176–
77). 
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Such a geographic connection may bolster the view proposed by some scholars that this figure 

represented the supposed early Mitanni king Kirta who would have been active circa 1500 

B.C.305  

Yet, despite a possible Hurrian background,306 the narrative’s action seems firmly 

placed in the Syro-Palestinian world with its explicit mention of the Phoenician cities Tyre and 

Sidon (KTU 1.14:IV:35–36). Another likely recognizable toponym is ṣpn, Mount Saphon 

(KTU 1.16:I:6–7), which although often associated with Jebel Aqra north of Ugarit,307 may yet 

be interpreted as Mount Hermon,308 this fitting better the narrative’s seemingly Bashanite and 

Lebanese setting. There is also udm (KTU 1.14:III:4–5), which may be the Udumu of the 

Amarna letters (EA 256), and the biblical ʾăḏāmā of Joshua 19:36, this being a city located east 

of the Sea of Galilee in Bashan. Kirta’s army’s march on udm along the “steppe,” šd, and the 

“desert’s edge,” pat . mdbr (KTU 1.14:II:50–51; III:1–2), may be the quasihistorical reflection 

of an early Mitanni campaign journeyed southward along the Syrian desert to reach the 

Bashanite city. 

Keret’s status as a legitimate work of the Northwest Semitic epic tradition is further 

bolstered by the protagonist’s association with the heroic Rephaim and their parallel, the 

enigmatic dtn (KTU 1.15:III:13–15). While scholars have often tended to interpret Keret 

himself as being one of the Rephaim,309 it may be that here he is merely stated as being someone 

worthy of praise by said group. Naturally, this is not to say that Keret could not have qualified 

as a Rephaite himself, whatever his ethnic origin. As has been previously noted, the possible 

presence of Hurrian names among the 15th century B.C. Rephaite Anakim may imply 

widespread non-Semitic influence on said group. At least the later manifestation of the Rephaim 

could then have represented more of a social phenomenon than a strictly tribal or ethnic one.  

 
     305 Diakonoff (1991, 241) and Wilhelm (1989, 28). 
     306 However, Margalit (1995, 215–19) has attempted to connect Keret to the ruling dynasty of Ugarit itself, 
placing his kingdom in Byblos and further linking him with Amorite pastoralists of the Transjordan and central 
Syria. Ultimately the narrative may be best viewed as an amalgamation of both Semitic and non-Semitic elements, 
this also being the opinion of Gibson (2004, 23). Buck (2018, 9–10) has noted that roughly 15 percent of Ugarit’s 
Late Bronze Age inhabitants had Hurrian names, further suggesting that this presence may have been the product 
of interaction between Ugarit and Mitanni during the period of 1550–1400 B.C. On the other hand, Singer (1999, 
620–21) has questioned the extent of direct Mitanni influence, yet nonetheless observed the overall Hurrian impact 
in Ugarit’s cultural domains, such as religion and literature.  
     307 van Soldt (1994, 367). 
     308 Margalit (1989, 474) has argued for this identification, observing that the association of Mount Saphon with 
Jebel Aqra is of later origin. Further, the description of Saphon here, that is, g ̣̻ ́ r . bʿl ṣpn, “Mount Baal-of-Saphon,” 
resembles that of the biblical har baʿal ḥermōn, “Mount Baal-of-Hermon” (Judges 3:3). Baal’s association with 
Hermon also seems implied in KTU 1.4:VI:18–19, wherein timber for his palace is gathered from lbnn, Lebanon, 
and šryn, Sirion (Hermon), not a more northerly location. 
     309 For instance, Wyatt (2002, 210) and Greenstein (1997, 25). 
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Thus, while Keret may have been a Rephaite in his own right, the present study also 

recognizes the possibility of his being an outsider who established himself in the Bashan area 

through his military exploits against at least the hypothetical Udumu. As a victorious warrior, 

even the deity El could acknowledge Keret as a mighty man on par with the Rephaim in the 

relevant passage. It bears repeating that both the biblical record (Deut. 3:1; 13) and the Ugaritic 

text KTU 1.108 with their Rephaite kings of Ashtaroth and Edrei attest to Bashan being an age-

old land of Rephaite occupancy.  

The present study then translates Keret’s most pertinent extract, as spoken by El to 

Keret, mid . rm .[  krt] b tk . rpi . ar[ṣ] b pḫr . qbṣ . dtn, “Be greatly exalted, [Keret], among the 

Rephaim of the land, in the gathering of the assembly of Ditanu” (KTU 1.15:III:13–15). 

Scholars have typically interpreted the phrase rpi arṣ as evincing the Rephaim’s supposed 

chthonic character, translating the latter word as “underworld” or “netherworld.”310 However, 

preferable is the plainer reading of “Rephaim of the land,” these being either the local mighty 

men of the surrounding area or perhaps even comprising the whole Rephaite community of the 

Levantine world.311 This resembles Isaiah 14:9 wherein the now dead Rephaim are said to have 

once been the ʿattūḏē ʾāreṣ, “the mighty ones of the land.” That this was their state while still 

alive is evinced by its clear juxtaposition in the same verse with their current deathly abode in 

šĕʾōl, “the grave.”  

As elsewhere, neither does the Keret passage under scrutiny suggest that the Rephaim 

themselves be viewed through supernatural lenses even if the surrounding narrative contain 

such elements. Moreover, if the living human Keret were indeed a Rephaite, it would be 

inexplicable that he too be exalted here among the allegedly dead Rephaim of the underworld. 

As previously noted, it is uncertain whether a counterpart to the Bible’s “prophetic perfect” 

existed in Ugaritic literature, therefore it also being unlikely that the passage’s relevant verb, 

the perfect rm, should carry such a future aspect. On the other hand, in the preceding lines KTU 

1.15:III:5; 7 an actual future sense is manifest in the imperfects tqrb and tld, respectively. It is 

then clear that while Keret is somehow associated with the living Rephaim in the present, El’s 

promise to Keret of shortly begetting children describes an event yet to come. 

 
     310 Wyatt (2002, 212) and Greenstein (1997, 25), respectively. 
     311 Margalit (1999, 219) interpreted rpi arṣ similarly as denoting the transnational aspect of the broader Amorite 
world’s consanguinity, adding that the word arṣ, “land,” contrasts with socio-political terms like qrt, “city,” and 
mlk, “kingdom.” 
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Particularly important in Keret is the paralleling of the Rephaim with dtn or Ditanu 

(KTU 1.15:III:3–4; 14–15). Going by many name variants,312 this group appeared in diverse 

circumstances in non-Ugaritic records yet always remained firmly intertwined with the early 

Amorite world. Already in the mid-third millennium B.C. Ebla, we encounter one Tidinu, the 

chief of the city’s Amorite mercenaries.313 Late third millennium records of Lower 

Mesopotamia depict the militaristic Ditanu as a dangerous westerly foe that eventually managed 

to overrun Sumer itself.314 Naturally entities called Ditanu would figure more favorably in the 

Amorites’ own writings, for example in the case of the nomadic Didanu whom the Assyrian 

King List A names an early Amorite king.315 The element dtn also appears in other Amorite 

names, one of the more curious of such cases being the Babylonian Me-dDi-ta-an, which 

according to Hugo Figulla and William Martin could be interpreted as “of the (personal) god 

of Ditanu.”316 Such a reading would correspond with one of the present study’s understandings 

of the divine determinatives or epithets also present in the previously discussed Eblaite and 

Ugaritic king lists. This again was the view that such markers either denote an individual’s 

personal deity or, as inspired by the investigation’s interpretation of the Rephaite epithet il, 

function as the honorific “godly one,” or somewhat less likely, “mighty one.” 

While the present study’s scope does not allow for a thorough examination of the Ditanu 

phenomenon, it may be observed that just as with its Ugaritic parallel, the Rephaim, here too 

interpretations have run the gamut. For example, in Schmidt’s estimation Ditanu were 

originally a band of Amorite warriors who had adopted their name from a legendary eponymous 

figure, yet eventually became associated with Mesopotamian and Ugaritic royal cults.317 

Besides the possible existence of a historical figure called Didanu, Mary Buck has further 

mused on Ditanu’s potential origin as an ancient northern Levantine “kin-based group.”318  

Moreover, she has noted the apparent association between this distant Amorite tribe and 

Ugarit’s royal dynasty in the text KTU 1.161,319 which has been described by such terms as 

“royal funeral liturgy” and “kispum-ritual.”320 This is the other Ugaritic literary text besides 

 
     312 Lipinski (1978, 91–110) has collected the name’s following attestations as they appear in various records: 
Titinu, Tidinu, Tidnim, Datnim, Datnam, Tidānum, and Didānum. He viewed this name solely as a tribal 
designation, never a proper noun.  
     313 Schmidt (1991, 127). 
     314 Ibid., (127–29). 
     315 Buck (2018, 212). 
     316 Figulla and Martin (1953, no. 497:11; 581:11).  
     317 Schmidt (1991, 131; 141). 
     318 Buck (2018, 213). 
     319 Ibid., (212). 
     320 Wyatt (2002, 430) and Pitard (1978, 67). 
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Keret to feature the ddn/dtn or Didanu/Ditanu,321 and as in Keret, here too we find the familiar 

paralleling of “Rephaim of the land”322 with “assembly of Didanu” (KTU 1.161:2–3; 9–10). 

The funeral scene presented in KTU 1.161 seems to depict the death of king Niqmaddu III or 

IV and the subsequent passing of Ugarit’s throne to Ammurapi, the city’s final king, who 

reigned circa 1215–1180 B.C. Besides the late king, two other deceased Ugaritic kings are 

invoked, as are several Rephaite individuals who are named (KTU 1.161:2–12). Although 

differentiated from the kings, their presence in such proximity of royalty distinguishes them as 

men of rank, as we have come to expect of the Rephaim. Moreover, their appearance next to 

historical kings should prompt a likewise temporal reading of these leading Rephaim rather 

than a mythical one as suggested by many scholars.323  

Whatever the more precise interpretation of the Ditanu or Didanu phenomenon, if 

indeed it did not vary over the centuries, as the above attestations may imply, clearly it was 

considered somehow foundational to the Amorite weltanschauung. Paralleled with the likewise 

warlike Rephaim, sometimes styled rpim . qdmym, “ancient Rephaim” (KTU 1.161:24), clearly 

these two related entities provided a portal to the Amorites’ primal, heroic past.  

 

4. Conclusions  

 

The present study sought to answer the following all-encompassing question: who were the 

Rephaim? This inquiry was founded upon the hypothesis of said group being noted for its status 

as powerful warriors. Beyond demonstrating this martial disposition another major objective 

was that of proving their character as temporal actors rather than supernatural and mythical 

figures, the latter being the view asserted by much of modern scholarship. Now at the tail end 

of the investigation the present study may proclaim that it has adequately reached all the above 

goals, especially given the limitations of the dissertation’s scope. Such elucidation of the 

Rephaim’s nature has moreover resulted in an improved understanding of the ancient Levant in 

general, particularly as pertains to its Amorite heritage. What follows is a summary of the 

research results. 

 
     321 The economic Ugaritic text KTU 4.69:II:9 also features the enigmatic b[n . ]dtn, which Schmidt (1991, 155–
57) deemed a possible late attestation of the Ditanu phenomenon at the end of the Late Bronze Age. Compare this 
with the contemporary bn . rpiyn in KTU 4.231.8, likewise a somewhat plausible late appearance of the Rephaim. 
     322 L’Heureux (1979, 201–4; 219–21) agreed with the present author that the Rephaim here are living entities, 
whom he moreover dubbed a military elite. 
     323 For example, Pardee (2002, 86–87), who went as far as to venture that KTU 1.161 depicts the “rapaʾum-
ization” of the newly deceased king Niqmaddu III or IV, although his argument in support of such a view remains 
unclear. For an extensive review of KTU 1.161 that generally interprets the Rephaim as mythical entities, see, for 
example, Wyatt (2002, 430–41). 
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 Biblical sources, and less directly, Egyptian references, as well as onomastic evidence, 

indicate that the Rephaim were active in the Levant from at least the 19th century B.C. onwards. 

This presence appears to have been strongly linked with the general trend of increasing Amorite 

expansion throughout the Middle Bronze Age. The Rephaim figured at least in the Transjordan, 

Bashan, and southernmost parts of Canaan. On the other hand, the proper names of Amorite 

individuals, especially the various Hammurabis or Ammurapis, but also, for example, the 

presumed early Ugaritic king Rapʾānu, seem to bespeak the Rephaite phenomenon’s even 

greater geographical spread at the time.  

A few centuries later, towards the end of the 15th century B.C., the group reappears 

prominently in the biblical tradition. Here they are said to have been destroyed by the Israelites 

from much of the Transjordan, Bashan, and southern Canaan save for the enclaves of Gaza, 

Gath, and Ashdod. Elsewhere the Rephaim enjoyed an elevated position in Ugaritic literature. 

In this tradition they were placed in Lebanon, Bashan, and more obliquely, possibly Galilee. 

The temporal setting of these narratives is uncertain, but a Late Bronze Age dating of roughly 

1500–1300 seems implied by their synchronicity with other apparently contemporaneous 

records. The case of the Rephaim’s association with the cities of Ashtaroth and Edrei in both 

biblical and Ugaritic traditions serves as an apt example of this. Moreover, some of the most 

important Ugaritic Rephaite attestations seem to come from the scribe Ilimalku whose writings 

may have reflected his contemporary world, which the present study approximates to the mid 

to late 14th century. More speculative is the possibility of economic Ugaritic texts at the very 

end of the Late Bronze Age attesting to the group’s lingering presence in the form of the obscure 

bn rpiyn and even bn dtn. 

After this point the Rephaim no longer appear even hypothetically in texts as an extant 

people, their demise therefore likely having taken place during the end of the Bronze Age at the 

latest. However, their memory as once powerful entities lingered in both biblical and 

Phoenician literary traditions of the first millennium B.C. and even beyond. For the Israelites 

the Rephaim represented an archetype of worldly ambition come to naught in the inertia of 

death, whereas the Sidonians and Tyrians venerated them as heroes still active in the afterlife. 

Moreover, the Rephaim lived on in the biblical theology of certain quarters, only now their 

original nature as historical Amorite warriors had mutated into that of supernatural giants. This 

interpretation has survived to this very day. 

As for the martial prowess of the Rephaim being so marked as to distinguish them as a 

potential warrior aristocracy, both the Bible’s awed description and the Ugaritic texts’ various 

attributes seem to support this hypothesis. This is particularly evident in the latter tradition 
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wherein the group is closely associated with charioteering and war deities, while individuals of 

its ranks are called by such terms as “warrior” and “champion.” This martial aspect is often 

coupled with royal qualities, as in the case of king Og of Bashan, and the presumed monarch 

Danel. 

These aforementioned traits also help establish the Rephaim as temporal entities who 

held sway in their own time. The present study asserts that ultimately the view of treating the 

Rephaim as supernatural characters hinges mostly on the hasty and simplistic interpretation of 

the Ugaritic texts’ il and its cognates as carrying strictly divine connotations when applied to 

said group. However, as has been demonstrated at length, such epithets can also carry more 

worldly senses, which fit the group’s non-supernatural portrayals witnessed elsewhere. These 

again depict the Rephaim as a collective of powerful human warriors of chiefly Amorite 

extraction.   

Thus has been provided a satisfactory answer to the question of who the Rephaim were. 

Nevertheless, the inquiry could be further expanded on various fronts. Beyond deepening and 

enlarging the study’s already existing body of research, additional perspectives may also be 

considered. For example, the Rephaim’s esteemed standing in the broader Amorite world 

deserves greater focus, especially as it pertains to this people’s earliest phases. Particularly the 

Ditanu phenomenon vis-à-vis the Rephaim requires further investigation. Besides at least some 

of the Rephaim ruling as kings, greater clarification of their social function too remains a 

worthwhile endeavor. Thorough comparison with the partially contemporaneous and socially 

potentially overlapping Maryannu warrior elite may prove particularly fruitful here. There is 

also the question of how much the Rephaim were an ethnic versus social phenomenon, seeing 

that their more overtly Amorite pedigree seems to have diluted over the centuries. Although the 

present study’s ultimate goal was to confirm the Rephaim’s temporal and indeed historical 

essence, the question of the group’s lingering presence as later literary figures in different 

mediums may also be pursued further. 

Clearly then the present study has room to expand considerably beyond its current 

scope. Indeed, continuing research will be necessitated in achieving an ever-comprehensive 

understanding of the multifaceted phenomenon that were the Rephaim. In keeping with the 

ideas considered above, the following kinds of more concrete research questions could be 

posited: What was the significance of the evidently related Rephaim and Ditanu to the Amorite 

world? What was the Rephaim’s more specific social role and to what extent may it have 

paralleled that of the Maryannu warrior class?  
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