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Zoology and Job 40: Review and 
critique of the arguments for Behemoth 
as a dinosaur
Job 40:15–24 describes a monstrous creature named Behemoth, whom 
ancient Jewish literature treats as a supernatural monster. In contrast, much 
literature of the thirteenth century and later applies a zoological approach, 
interpreting Behemoth as a species of animal, usually the hippopotamus 
in publications from 1663 onward. Since 1974, numerous advocates of the 
zoological approach have reinterpreted Behemoth as a dinosaur, usually 
a sauropod. Arguments for Behemoth as a sauropod include allegations 
that Job 40 describes an animal that is herbivorous, aquatic, docile, and 
indomitable; drinks large amounts of water; has strong bones, strong hips, 
a bulbous midsection, tight sinews, and a cedar-like tail; and is the largest 
land animal that God made. Here, I investigate the relative popularity 
and temporal duration of each such argument and determine which such 
arguments are based on sound interpretations of the Hebrew text. This 
investigation reveals that no argument for Behemoth as a dinosaur survives 
scrutiny. Several, notably including the argument that Behemoth’s tail is like 
a cedar, are based on misinterpretations of the Hebrew text. In contrast, all 
parts of the Hebrew text are consistent with the interpretation of Behemoth 
as a primordial, supernatural monster. 
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Introduction
In Job 40:15–24, the biblical text describes a monstrous creature called Be-

hemoth. Behemoth is mentioned nowhere else in the Bible. Nor is he mentioned 
in the writings of ancient Near Eastern people other than the Hebrews. For 
more information on Behemoth as he was conceived before the Christian era, 
we must therefore consult extrabiblical Jewish texts from during and shortly 
after the Second Temple period. The earliest surviving extrabiblical comments 
on Behemoth are in three Jewish apocalyptic texts: 1 Enoch, 4 Ezra, and 2 Ba-
ruch. 1 Enoch is from around the end of the first century BC or the beginning 
of the first century AD, and 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch are from the late first century 
AD.1 In these texts, Behemoth is paired with the monstrous creature Leviathan, 

1   Klijn, A.F.J. ‘2 (Syriac Apocalypse of) Baruch’. In Charlesworth, J.H. (ed.) The Old Testament 
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and the two are treated as primordial monsters that only God can overcome. 
God is said to have created the pair during the creation of the world, on the 
fifth day, and then to have separated them from each other and hidden them 
from human contact, Behemoth in a remote place on land and Leviathan in the 
depths of the sea. According to this body of literature, God will slaughter the 
two monsters at the end of time and feed them to the faithful at an eschatologi-
cal banquet.2

Jewish conceptions of the two creatures evolved over time, but certain con-
ceptions remained stable for centuries. For example, Jewish commentaries 
from the early centuries of the Christian era continued to portray Behemoth 
and Leviathan as primordial monsters that God will serve to the faithful at the 
eschatological banquet at the end of time, although other details about the two 
monsters changed from one commentator to the next.3 Among early Christian 
authors, a different interpretation of Behemoth and Leviathan prevailed, in 
which the two monsters were seen as allegorical representations of the devil 
and/or his forces. Among Christian authors, this general conception remained 
stable for the first several centuries of the Christian era, although its details 
differed among commentators.4

In the Middle Ages, a new approach to Behemoth and Leviathan arose, an 
approach that would eventually supplant the previous conception of the two 
creatures as primordial monsters and replace it with a view of them as natu-
ral animals. Hereafter, I refer to this new approach as the Zoological Approach 
(ZA) and the previous approach as the Primordial Monster Approach (PMA). 
Saʿadia ben Yosef Gaon, a Jewish philosopher who lived in Egypt in the late 
ninth and early tenth centuries, tended toward naturalistic interpretations of 
scripture. In a commentary on Job, he rendered the name of Behemoth as “one 

Pseudepigrapha, Vol. 1, Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson (1983), pp. 615–652: pp. 616–
617; Stone, M.E. Fourth Ezra. A Commentary on the Book of Fourth Ezra, Minneapolis: Fortress 
(1990), pp. 9–10; Nickelsburg, G.W.E., VanderKam, J.C. 1 Enoch, Minneapolis: Fortress (2012), 
pp. 5–6.
2   1 Enoch 60:7–10, 60:24 (see English translation in Nickelsburg and VanderKam, op. cit., 
p. 76); 4 Ezra 6:47–52 (see English translation in Metzger, B.M. ‘The Fourth Book of Ezra’, in 
Charlesworth, J.H. (ed.) The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, Vol. 1, Peabody, Massachusetts: 
Hendrickson (1983), pp 517–559: p. 536); 2 Baruch 29:4 (see English translation in Klijn, op. 
cit., p. 630).
3   Whitney, K.W. Two Strange Beasts: Leviathan and Behemoth in Second Temple and Early Rab-
binic Judaism, Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns (2006); Mulder, M. ‘Leviathan on the Menu of the 
Messianic Meal: The Use of Various Images of Leviathan in Early Jewish Tradition’. In van Bek-
kum, K., Dekker, J., van de Kamp, H., Peels, E. (eds.) Playing with Leviathan. Interpretation and 
Reception of Monsters from the Biblical World, Leiden: Brill (2017), pp. 117–130; Sneed, M.R. 
Taming the Beast. A Reception History of Behemoth and Leviathan, Berlin: De Gruyter (2022).
4   Simonetti, M., Conti, M. Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture. Old Testament VI: Job, 
Downers Grove: InterVarsity (2006), pp. 208–217; Sneed, op. cit, pp. 97–110.
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of the beasts” and that of Leviathan as “the coiled creature” and commented 
that the two represented immense terrestrial and aquatic creatures that are 
too powerful for humans to subdue, but he did not identify either entity as a 
specific species of animal.5 The twelfth-century Jewish philosopher Maimon-
ides included a brief statement on Leviathan as a creature “which possesses 
a combination of bodily peculiarities found separate in different animals, in 
those that walk, those that swim, and those that fly” in a section on natural 
animals in the book of Job.6 The ZA was first expressed more explicitly in the 
thirteenth century when Thomas Aquinas wrote that the descriptions of Behe-
moth and Leviathan in Job 40 and 41 are descriptions of natural animals: the 
elephant and the whale.7 Subsequent commentators adopted the ZA and con-
tinued to identify Behemoth and Leviathan as the elephant and the whale.8 In 
1663, Samuel Bochart posited instead that Behemoth is the hippopotamus and 
that Leviathan is the crocodile.9 Bochart’s interpretation ultimately prevailed 
and is today a more popular interpretation than Aquinas’ among advocates of 
the ZA.10

However, Bochart’s interpretation is beset with problems. Job 40 locates 
Behemoth in the mountains and characterizes him as a creature that only God 
can overcome. In contrast, hippos are not found in the mountains, and the an-
cient Egyptians are known to have overcome and slaughtered them.11 Job 41 
characterizes Leviathan as another creature that humans cannot overcome, 
whereas the ancient Egyptians captured crocodiles, kept them in captivity, and 
killed them for votive sacrifices.12 Aquinas’ interpretations fare no better un-

5   Goodman, L.E. The Book of Theodicy. Translation and Commentary on the Book of Job, New 
Haven: Yale University Press (1988), pp. 104, 402–409; Sneed, op. cit, pp. 184–185.
6   Friedländer, M. The Guide for the Perplexed by Moses Maimonides, 2nd ed., London: Routledge 
(1910), p. 303.
7   Damico, A. Yaffe, M.D. Thomas Aquinas: The Literal Exposition on Job. A Scriptural Commen-
tary Concerning Providence, Atlanta: Scholars (1989), pp. 448–454.
8   Diodati, G. La Sacra Bibbia Tradotta in Lingua Italiana, Geneva: Pietro Chovët (1641), p. 471; 
Kirchmeyer, G.K. Disputationum zoologicarum, Wittenburg (1661).
9   Bochart, S. Hierozoici, sive bipartiti operis de animalibus scripturae, London (1663), pp. 49, 
52, 136.
10   Clines, D.J.A. ‘The Shape and Argument of the Book of Job’. In Zuck, R. (ed.), 
Sitting with Job. Selected Studies on the Book of Job, Eugene: Wipf and Stock (2003), pp. 125–140; 
McKenna, D. ‘God’s Revelation and Job’s Response’. In Zuck, R. (ed.), Sitting with Job. Selected 
Studies on the Book of Job, Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock (2003), pp. 381–410; Bright, M. Beasts 
of the Field. The Revealing Natural History of Animals in the Bible, London: Robson (2006), pp. 
28–29; Goddard, B.L. Animals and Birds of the Bible, Lafayette, IN: Sovereign Grace (2007), p. 24; 
Slifkin, N. Sacred Monsters. Mysterious and Mythical Creatures of Scripture, Talmud and Midrash, 
New York: Yashar (2007), pp. 183–190; Ross, H. Hidden Treasures in the Book of Job, Grand 
Rapids: Baker (2011), pp. 178–180.
11   Osborn, D.J. The Mammals of Ancient Egypt, Warminster: Aris and Phillips (1998), p. 146.
12   Molcho, M. ‘Crocodile Breeding in the Crocodile Cults of the Graeco-Roman Fayum’, The 
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der scrutiny. The elephant is an animal that humans can overcome. Centuries 
before the Iron Age kingdom of Israel arose, the ancient Indians had already 
domesticated elephants and were using them as war steeds.13 The author of Job 
may have considered the whale indomitable, for whales were neither hunted 
nor domesticated in the ancient Mediterranean world.14 However, the biblical 
text calls Leviathan a tannîn (Ps. 74:13–14; Isa. 27:1). In the Hebrew Bible, the 
tannîn is described as venomous (Deut. 32:33) and scaly (Ezek. 29:3–4), and 
the word tannîn is interchangeable with the word nāḥāš, which means “snake” 
(Exod. 7:8–21; Isa. 27:1).15 Furthermore, Leviathan is the Hebrew equivalent of 
the monstrous serpent Lotan from Canaanite myth.16 If Leviathan is an animal, 
he is demonstrably a serpent, not a whale.

Despite its problems, Bochart’s interpretation of Behemoth as the hippopot-
amus remains popular and might have been the predominant interpretation 
among today’s advocates of the ZA, were it not for an alternate interpretation 
that has spread like wildfire in recent decades. This is the interpretation that 
Behemoth is a dinosaur and that Leviathan is a dinosaur or some sort of marine 
reptile that today is known only from Mesozoic fossil remains. Popular can-
didates for Leviathan according to this version of the ZA include plesiosaurs, 
mosasaurs, gigantic crocodile relatives, and crested hadrosaurid dinosaurs.17 
I have previously reviewed the reasons for the popularity of these extinct 
candidates for Behemoth and Leviathan.18 Those reasons need not be re-re-
viewed here. However, it would be informative to review other aspects of this 
permutation of the ZA. In particular, it would be informative to address each 
argument that has been used to support the idea that Behemoth is a dinosaur 
(hereafter abbreviated ABD, for argument for Behemoth as a dinosaur) and to 
determine the answers to questions that have not previously been asked about 
such arguments. The various ABDs consist of interpretations of quotes from 
the Behemoth passage in Job 40. Here, I provide a study that addresses them 
and asks the following novel questions. Which ABDs are more commonly used 

Journal of Egyptian Archaeology (2014) 100, 181–193; De Cupere, B., Van Neer, W., Barba Col-
menero, V., Jiménez Serrano, A. ‘Newly Discovered Crocodile Mummies of Variable Quality from 
an Undisturbed Tomb at Qubbat al-Hawā (Aswan, Egypt)’, PLoS ONE (2023) 18 no. 1:e0279137, 
1–31.
13   Csuti, B. ‘Elephants in Captivity’. In Fowler, M.E., Mikota, S.K., Biology, Medicine and Surgery 
of Elephants, Ames, IA: Blackwell (2006) pp. 15–22.
14   Papadopoulos, J.K., Ruscillo, D. ‘A Ketos in Early Athens: An Archaeology of Whales and Sea 
Monsters in the Greek World’, American Journal of Archaeology (2002) 106, 187–227.
15   Senter, P.J. ‘Leviathan, Behemoth, and Other Biblical Tannînim: Serpents, Not Dinosaurs’, 
Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith (2019) 71, 218–232. 
16   Day, J. God’s Conflict with the Dragon and the Sea. Echoes of a Canaanite Myth in the Old 
Testament, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (1985); Whitney, op. cit.; Sneed, op. cit.
17   reviewed in Senter, op. cit.
18   Ibid.
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than which others? During what periods has each ABD been used? Is each ABD 
based on a linguistically correct rendition of the Hebrew text? For each ABD, 
is the corresponding Hebrew text in Job 40 equally compatible with the PMA?

It would be useful to first provide a brief history of the interpretation of 
Behemoth as a dinosaur. It began when the English politician Thomas Thomp-
son interpreted the carnivorous dinosaur Megalosaurus and the herbivorous 
dinosaur Iguanodon as the biblical Leviathan and Behemoth, respectively, in an 
1835 article.19 The surgeon Charles Burnett repeated those interpretations in 
publications from 1838 and 1841.20 At the time, the word “dinosaur” had not 
yet been coined. Sir Richard Owen recognized the relationship between Mega-
losaurus, Iguanodon, and the armored herbivore Hylaeosaurus and erected 
the taxon Dinosauria for them in 1842.21 In the same century, fossil evidence 
mounted that today’s organisms had arisen via evolution from ancient forms 
over the course of deep time, that the organisms of previous geologic periods 
had become extinct, and that vast ages had passed between the existence of 
the last of the dinosaurs and the appearance of the first humans.22 It therefore 
became apparent that the biblical writers could not have written about dino-
saurs, because dinosaurs were unknown to them.

After Thompson’s and Burnett’s articles, the idea of Behemoth as a dinosaur 
became quiescent for nearly a century and a half. During that time, an anti-
evolution movement began, in which authors expressed disagreement with the 
findings of science regarding biological evolution and an old Earth, because 
such findings appeared to contradict scripture.23 Many anti-evolution authors 
argued that the biblical timeline and the opening chapters of Genesis should 
be accepted as factual accounts of the past, in which case the Earth was only 
about six thousand years old and God had created the different kinds of organ-
isms separately instead of using evolution to derive one kind of organism from 
another. That view is today called the young-Earth creationist (YEC) view. A 
corollary of the YEC view is that God had created dinosaurs and humans during 
the same week about six thousand years ago. YEC authors argued that humans 
and dinosaurs had once been contemporaries, but for nearly a century and a 
half after Thompson’s 1835 article, they made such arguments without claim-

19   Thompson, T. ‘An Attempt to Ascertain the Animals Designated in the Scriptures by the 
Names Leviathan and Behemoth’, Magazine of Natural History (1835) 8, 193–197, 307–321.
20   Burnett, C.M. The Power, Wisdom, and Goodness of God, as Displayed in the Animal Creation, 
London: James Burns (1838), pp. 67–70; Burnett, C.M. ‘On Some Circumstances in Zoology, 
and the Natural History of Man, Mentioned in Revelation. No. IV’, Church of England Magazine 
(1841) 10, 260–262.
21   Owen, R. Report on British Fossil Reptiles, Part II, London: Richard and John E. Taylor (1842), 
pp. 102–103.
22   O’Connor, R. The Earth on Show. Fossils and the Poetics of Popular Science, 1802–1856, Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press (2007).
23   Ibid.
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ing that the Bible mentioned dinosaurs.24

That changed in the 1970s, when the idea of Behemoth as a dinosaur re-
awakened with the publication of several YEC books and articles in which Job 
40 was cited as a major source of evidence that ancient humans had encoun-
tered dinosaurs (Table 1). My literature search found 75 printed books and 
articles from the twentieth and twenty-first centuries that use ABDs based on 
Job 40, spanning the years 1974–2022 (Table 1). The authors of these publica-
tions used ABDs to cast doubt upon the separation of humans and dinosaurs by 
millions of years, and by extension to cast doubt upon the passage of millions of 
years. That strategy continues today, despite that abundant physical evidence 
demonstrates that the Earth is billions of years old and that the Bible itself 
contains numerous passages that together suggest that the creation story in 
Genesis was not meant as a historical record or a straightforward account of 
the material origin of the universe, and that the existence of biological evolu-
tion over billions of years is compatible with biblical teaching.25

Tail like a Cedar
By far the most popular ABD is the argument that Job 40:17 says that Behe-

moth’s tail is like a cedar. Thomas Thompson used this ABD in his 1835 article, 
and it has also been used by nearly every author interpreting Behemoth as a 
dinosaur from 1974 onward. Of the 75 twentieth and twenty-first century pub-
lications in the sample, 70 (93%) use this ABD (Table 1). Through the decades, 
its popularity among advocates of Behemoth as a dinosaur has held steady 
(Fig. 1). The rationale behind this ABD is that of all known non-marine animals, 
living and extinct, only a large dinosaur can be said to have had a tail long and 
robust enough to be comparable to the trunk of a cedar tree. Most mammals 
have short and/or weak tails, and most reptiles have robust tails but are too 
small for their tails to invite comparison to a tree as enormous as a Near East-
ern cedar. Dinosaurian reptiles, on the other hand, included many species of 
gigantic size, with tails sufficiently long and robust to be considered cedar-like.

However, this ABD is based on a misunderstanding of the Hebrew text of Job 
40:17. The verse does not say that Behemoth’s tail is like a cedar. Instead, it 

24   e.g. Keener, J.C. The Garden of Eden and the Flood, Nashville: M. E. Church South (1900); 
Price, G.M. The New Geology, Mountain View, CA: Pacific (1923); Whitcomb, J.C., Morris, H.M. 
The Genesis Flood. The Biblical Record and Its Scientific Implications, Phillipsburg, NJ: P & R 
(1961).
25   Senter, P.J. ‘Apparent Conflict between the Pentateuch and Modern Science: The Early 
Church’s Solution, the Solution’s Biblical Origin, and Ancient Christian Approval of Evidence-
Based Reasoning’, Science and Christian Belief (2022) 34, 7–28. See also Walton, J.H. The Lost 
World of Genesis One. Ancient Cosmology and the Origins Debate, Downers Grove: InterVarsity 
Press (2009).
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says that Behemoth is like a cedar in that he cherishes his zānāv. The Hebrew 
wording is: yaḥpōts zǝnāvō ḵǝmô-ʾārez. In English, the word-for-word transla-
tion is: “He-cherishes (yaḥpōts) his-zānāv (zǝnāvô) in-the-manner-of (ḵǝmô-) 
a-cedar (ʾārez).” A good English rendition of this Hebrew sentence would be: 
“Like a cedar, he cherishes his zānāv.” The word zānāv has multiple meanings, 
but the meanings have a theme: the zānāv is the part of a thing that resembles 
a handle. For example, in a firebrand, the zānāv is the part that you hold with 
your hand (Isa. 7:4). In an animal, the zānāv is the tail (Exod. 4:4; Judg. 15:4). 
In a plant, the zānāv is the stem (Isa. 19:15), which in the case of a tree is its 
trunk.26 Job 40:17 makes a play on words by saying that Behemoth cherishes 
his tail like a cedar cherishes its trunk. A linguistically complete English rendi-
tion of the Hebrew sentence, in the explanatory manner of the Amplified Bible, 
is therefore “Like a cedar [which cherishes its trunk], Behemoth cherishes his 
tail.”

The verb that I have translated “to cherish” in Job 40:17 is ḥāphēts, which 
means to be pleased by something or someone. The verb ḥāphēts has different 
nuances in different contexts, but its general theme is that the subject of the 
sentence derives pleasure from the object of the sentence, whether the object 
is something or someone. Use of the verb ḥāphēts can mean that the subject “is 
delighted by” the object or that the subject “cherishes” or “desires” the object.27 
There is no known use of the verb in ancient Hebrew writings that indicates 
that it can also mean “to move” or “to stiffen,” despite some modern render-
ings that are influenced by the opinions of some modern scholars that verse 
17 contains a double entendre in which Behemoth’s zānāv is a euphemism for 
his genitals.28 Even if the author of Job intended such a double entendre, there 
is no case in the biblical text in which the verb implies stiffening or movement, 
so there is no linguistic justification to translate the verb as “to stiffen” or “to 
move.”

In the Hebrew text of the biblical passages that use the verb ḥāphēts, the 
preposition bǝ- usually precedes the object of the verb. This preposition is 

26   In a previous article, I asserted that in a plant, the zānāv is the foliage (Senter, ‘Leviathan, 
Behemoth, and Other Biblical Tannînim’), but reconsideration of Isa. 9:14 and 19:15 revealed 
my error. Poetic parallel structure in both verses associates the concept of a head (Hebrew: 
rôʾš) with a plant’s foliage (Hebrew: kipâh) and the concept of a zānāv with a rush (Hebrew: 
ʾagmôwn), a plant that consists mainly of a stem without foliage. Similar associations are pre-
sent in English (e.g. “head of lettuce,” “parsnip tail”).
27   Benner, J.A. Ancient Hebrew Lexicon of the Bible, College Station: Virtualbookworm.com 
(2005), p. 340; Strong, J.A. The New Strong’s Expanded Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, 
Nashville: Thomas Nelson (2010), p. Hebrew 94.
28   Mitchell, S. The Book of Job, New York: Harper Perennial (1987), p. 85; Ansell, N. ‘“Fantastic 
Beasts and Where to Find Th(eir  Wisdo)m”’. In van Bekkum, K., Dekker, J., van de Kamp, H., 
Peels, E. (eds.) Playing with Leviathan. Interpretation and Reception of Monsters from the Biblical 
World, Leiden: Brill (2017), pp. 90–114.
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omitted in Job 40:17, which may prompt the inference that ḥāphēts here has 
some unusual meaning. However, there are other cases in the Hebrew Bi-
ble in which the preposition is omitted (Ps. 37:23, 51:19, 68:30; Hos. 6:6; 
Mic. 7:18), and in each case, context indicates that the correct translation of 
ḥāphēts is one of its usual meanings: “to delight in,” to “to be pleased by,” “to 
desire,” etc. All such cases are in poetic passages, which suggests that the 
omission of bǝ- is a form of poetic expression in Hebrew. This further sug-
gests that the lack of bǝ- in Job 40:17 is not evidence of an unusual meaning 
such as “to move” or “to stiffen” but is instead a manifestation of poetic style. 
This interpretation is supported by the frequent omission of ʾeṯ- (a prefix that 
marks a noun as the object of a verb) in poetic passages of the Hebrew Bible. 
The prefix bǝ- can refer to location (in which case it often means “in”), but when 
it follows ḥāphēts it marks the accompanying noun as the object of ḥāphēts. 
The cases in which bǝ- is omitted in Hebrew poetry are therefore functionally 
equivalent to omissions of ʾeṯ-, because in either case the poet omits the prefix 
that marks a noun as the object of a verb.

The text of Job 40:17 does not reveal why Behemoth delights in or cher-
ishes his tail. However, the Hebrew text of the previous verse suggests that it 
is because he has no limbs to cherish. Of this, more will be said below in the 
section on Behemoth’s midsection. Meanwhile, it is worthwhile to note that if 
Behemoth lacks limbs, he is not a dinosaur.

It is also worthwhile to note that the mention of a tail is compatible with 
the PMA. Primordial monsters in ancient Near Eastern narratives are often 
described as having physical bodies.29 Even an incorporeal being may be de-
scribed as if it has body parts. For example, this occurs numerous times within 
the Hebrew text of the Bible. God is incorporeal, but the Hebrew text speaks 
metaphorically of his eyes, ears, hands, and back, etc. Similarly, the biblical text 
mentions Satan’s heads, horns, tail, and mouth (Rev. 12:3–4, 12:15), despite 
that Satan likewise is incorporeal. Therefore, despite that Job 40 describes 
Behemoth as having a tail, in addition to bones and other body parts, there 
is nothing in the text that precludes the idea that Behemoth is a primordial 
monster in the form of an incorporeal supernatural being.

“Chief of the Ways of God” and Large Size
In his 1835 article, Thompson argued that the description of Behemoth in 

Job 40 is of an immense animal. However, he did not explicitly connect that idea 
with the phrase rēʾšîṯ darǝḵey-ʾēl in verse 19, which the KJV renders as “chief of 
the ways of God.” In contrast, the connection of reʾšîṯ darǝḵey-ʾēl with large size 
is the second-most popular ABD of the most recent four decades and has held 

29   Dalley, S. Myths from Mesopotamia, Oxford: Oxford University Press (1989); Batto, B.F. Slay-
ing the Dragon. Mythmaking in the Biblical Tradition, Louisville: Westminster (1992).
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steady as a standard ABD to use since 1984 (Fig. 1). It is used in 44 (59%) of the 
twentieth and twenty-first century publications in this study’s sample. Most 
authors who use it claim that “chief of the ways of God” means something along 
the lines of “the largest land animal that God made” (Table 1). Accordingly, such 
authors usually pronounce Behemoth a sauropod dinosaur (Table 1; Fig. 1). 
The sauropods were quadrupedal herbivores with relatively small heads on 
long necks. Most were immense. Of all known land animals, living and extinct, 
the largest were sauropods. It is therefore unsurprising that most (56, which 
is 74%) of the publications in this study’s twentieth and twenty-first century 
sample identify Behemoth as a sauropod.

The word rēʾšîṯ often refers to a beginning and is famously the root of the 
first word in the Bible, bǝrēšîṯ: “In the beginning.” It can also refer to something 
chronologically first such as a firstborn or the firstfruits of a harvest. In no case 
does the biblical text unambiguously use rēʾšîṯ for “preeminent” or “chief.” In 
most of the cases in which the KJV translates rēʾšîṯ as “chief,” it could just as 
plausibly refer to a beginning, a firstborn, or firstfruits (1 Sam. 2:29, 15:21; Ps. 
78:51, 105:36; Jer. 49:35; Dan. 11:41; Am. 6:1). It is therefore plausible that by 
calling Behemoth rēʾšîṯ darǝḵey-ʾēl, the biblical text is saying that Behemoth is 
something along the lines of a firstfruit, something created in the beginning, 
rather than something preeminent or large. There is no case in the biblical text 
in which rēʾšîṯ implies large size, much less “the largest land animal that God 
made.” Biblical support for Behemoth as a sauropod dinosaur is therefore lack-
ing, and from a linguistic point of view, this ABD makes little sense.

Two of the three earliest extrabiblical texts that mention Behemoth and 
Leviathan state that God made them in the beginning of creation, on the fifth 
day (4 Ezra 6:47–62; 2 Baruch 29:4).30 This tradition may be derived from 
interpreting hattannînîm haggǝdōlîm (“the great serpents”) of Gen. 1:21 as 
Leviathan and Behemoth. Whether or not that is so, the conception that the 
two creatures were made on the fifth day is consistent with rēʾšîṯ darǝḵey-ʾēl in 
Job 40:19 as a reference to Behemoth as a primordial creature, which accords 
with the PMA.

Herbivory

Job 40:15 describes Behemoth as eating grass. Thompson argued in 1835 
that herbivory is consistent with Iguanodon.31 It is also consistent with a sau-
ropod, as users of this ABD have pointed out since 1986. Since then, it has been 
a staple ABD, although it has been less popular than the ABDs on the “tail like 
a cedar” and “chief of the ways of God” (Table 1; Fig. 1). It is used in 36 (48%) of 
the twentieth and twenty-first century publications in this study’s sample. Unlike 

30   Metzger, op. cit., p. 536; Klijn, op. cit., p. 630.
31   Thompson, op. cit.
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the previous two ABDs, this one is linguistically consistent with the Hebrew text 
of Job 40.

It is also consistent with the PMA. A primordial monster need not be carnivorous, 
and its eating of plants may indicate that it has been dispelled by a higher power. Re-
cently translated tablets from Ugarit, a coastal Syrian city of the Late Bronze Age at 
the northern end of the Canaanite cultural sphere, shed interesting light on this that 
was unavailable before their publication in 2014. Within that corpus of inscriptions 
are incantations to dispel disease-causing demons, which reveal that demons were 
thought to cause disease in plants, animals, and humans by feeding upon them.32 
Some incantations banish the demon to the mountains to feed on plants there, in-
stead of continuing to feed on the sick person.33 One incantation even gets specific, 
instructing the demon to go to a reed thicket in the mountains and consume reeds.34 
Given this imagery, it may be no coincidence that Job 40 tells us that Behemoth is in 
the mountains (v. 20), surrounded by reeds (v. 21), eating plants (v. 15). The use of 
the imperfective tense in verse 15 is consistent both with the usual translation “He 
eats grass [habitually]” and with the translation “He is eating grass [now, having not 
been eating it before].” If the latter is what the writer meant, it is consistent with 
the concept of a dangerous supernatural entity that has been banished from human 
contact. But as verses 19 and 24 emphasize, Behemoth is no ordinary demon that 
a human can overcome with an incantation. He is so powerful that only his Maker 
can overcome him. This is consistent with Behemoth as a primordial monster, for in 
the ancient Near East, a primordial monster was considered too powerful for anyone 
but a major deity to overcome. Cases in point include the Babylonian example of 
Marduk overcoming Tiamat, the Egyptian example of Re overcoming Apophis, and 
the Canaanite example of Baʿal overcoming Lotan.35 Behemoth’s grass-eating, in 
the context of the rest of the imagery in Job 40, is therefore consistent with the 
PMA.

Unafraid of a River

According to Job 40:23, Behemoth is not afraid of a river, even if it gushes 
against his face. In the words of the KJV, “he drinketh up a river, and hasteth not: 
he trusteth that he can draw up Jordan into his mouth.” The idea that Behemoth can 
drink a river or is unafraid of one has been used occasionally as an ABD since 1990 
but has not been very popular (Table 1; Fig. 1). It is used in only 10 (13%) of the 
twentieth and twenty-first century publications in this study’s sample. Those who 

32   del Olmo Lete, G. Incantations and Anti-Witchcraft Texts from Ugarit, Boston: Walter de 
Gruyter (2014), pp. 43, 55, 60.
33   Ibid., pp. 43, 55, 60.
34   Ibid., p. 55.
35   Batto, op. cit.; Korpel, M., de Moor, J. ‘The Leviathan in the Ancient Near East’, in van Bek-
kum, K., Dekker, J., van de Kamp, H., Peels, E. (eds.) Playing with Leviathan. Interpretation and 
Reception of Monsters from the Biblical World, Leiden: Brill (2017), pp. 3–18.
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use it connect it with the idea of large size, in support of the idea of Behemoth as a 
large dinosaur.

The idea that Behemoth is unafraid of a river is consistent with the Hebrew word-
ing, but the idea that Behemoth drinks huge amounts of water is only question-
ably so. The Hebrew wording is: yaʿašōq nāhār lō yaḥpōz yiḇṭaḥ kî-yāgîḥa yardēn 
ʾel-pîhû. In English, the word-for-word translation is: “It-oppresses (yaʿašōq) river 
(nāhār) he-flees-not (lō yaḥpōz) he-is-confident (yiḇṭaḥ) although / even-if (kî-) it-
gushes-forth (yāgîḥa) Jordan (yardēn) upon / against / into (ʾel-) his-mouth (pîhû). 
A good English rendition of this Hebrew sentence would be: “[If] a river presses 
upon him, he does not flee. He is confident even if the Jordan gushes against his 
mouth.” The verb ʿāšaq is unrelated to drinking and instead refers to oppression, 
with occasional usage in reference to wronging someone by means of deceit.36 The 
verse is not about quenching thirst but is instead about Behomoth’s being uncon-
cerned and unmoved by the force of a river smacking him in the face.

The significance to ancient Near Easterners of being unconcerned and unmoved 
by a river is revealed by Babylonian medical texts from the eleventh century BC 
and later.37 Various procedures described therein include immersion of the patient, 
ritual implements, or related items in a river, with instructions or incantations that 
indicate that the river was expected to carry the disease-causing evil away.38 Unlike 
the evil that causes disease, Behemoth is too powerful to be washed away by a river. 
This is consistent with his status as a powerful entity, in accordance with the PMA.

Aquatic Habitat
To advocates of the ZA, Job 40 seems to describe an aquatic habitat for Behe-

moth: reeds (v. 21), a marsh (v. 21), a stream (v. 22), and a river (v. 23). Thompson 
used this argument in favor of Behemoth as Iguanodon, and some recent authors 
have used it in favor of Behemoth as a sauropod. However, it is little-used and 
hasn’t been repeated for nearly two decades (Table 1; Fig. 1). It is used in only nine 
(12%) of the twentieth and twenty-first century publications in this study’s sample.

Although this ABD is linguistically sound, its unpopularity is appropriate, 
because it is inapplicable to Iguanodon and sauropods. Both sorts of dinosaurs 
possess skeletal anatomy that indicates terrestrial rather than aquatic habits.39 
In contrast, Job 40’s reference to a river and to being surrounded by a smor-

36   Benner, The Ancient Hebrew Lexicon of the Bible, p. 411; Strong, The New Strong’s Expanded 
Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, p. Hebrew 223.
37   Scurlock, J. Sourcebook for Ancient Mesopotamian Medicine, Atlanta: SBL (2024), pp. 7–8.
38   Ibid., pp. 219–220, 437–438, 688.
39   Norman, D. ‘On the Ornithischian Dinosaur Iguanodon bernissartensis of Bernissart (Bel-
gium)’, Institut Royale des Sciences Naturelles de Belgique Mémoire (1980) 178, 1–103; Up-
church, P., Barrett, P.M., Dodson, P. ‘Sauropoda’, in Weishampel, D.B, Dodson, P., Osmólska, H. 
(eds.) The Dinosauria, 2nd ed., Berkeley: University of California Press (2004), pp. 259–322.
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gasbord of plants (verses 15, 21–22) are compatible with the PMA, as shown 
above.

Strong Limbs and Bones
Job 40:18 is a couplet that says Behemoth’s bones are as strong as brass, then 

says his bones are like bars of iron. The word for bone is ʿetsem in the first phrase 
of the couplet and gerem in the second. Some English translations (e.g. ASV, ESV, 
NAS, NIV, NRSV) inexplicably render gerem as “limb,” but the word specifically 
refers to a unit of the skeleton, in other words a bone.40 The citation of strong bones 
and/or limbs as an ABD is popular and has held steady since it was first used in 1980 
(Table 1; Fig. 1). It is used in 28 (38%) of the twentieth and twenty-first century 
publications in this study’s sample. The possession of strong bones is consistent 
with any large, terrestrial vertebrate, dinosaurian or otherwise. It is also consistent 
with the PMA, for great strength is an expected attribute of a primordial monster.

Nasal Horn
Colorfully proclaiming that Behemoth cannot be caught by human traps, Job 

40:24 concludes with a turn of phrase that the KJV renders as “his nose pierceth 
through snares.” Thompson interpreted this as a reference to a nasal horn and used 
it to support his identification of Behemoth as Iguanodon, which at the time was 
thought to have had a nasal horn.41 Burnett followed suit (Table 1). No subsequent 
author did the same, for good reason. In 1878, the discovery of a group of articulated 
skeletons of Iguanodon showed that the bone that had previously been misidentified 
as Iguanodon’s nasal horn in a disarticulated skeleton was instead a thumb spike.42

The Hebrew wording of verse 24 doesn’t really imply that Behemoth’s nose 
pierces through snares, although it does acknowledge that people with snares can’t 
catch him. The Hebrew wording is bǝ-ʿêynâyw yîqqâḥennw bǝ-môqšîm yînqoḇ-ʾâph. 
In English, the word-for-word translation is: before-his-eyes (bǝ-ʿêynâyw) he-shall-
take-him (yîqqâḥennw) in / with (bǝ-) snares (môqšîm) he-shall-pierce-through 
(yînqoḇ-) nose (ʾâph). This verse can be rendered in English in various ways. Two 
possible renditions are “Shall anyone before his eyes take him in snares or pierce 
his nose?” and “Shall anyone before his eyes capture him? Shall a hunter (literally 
“[one] with-snares”) pierce his nose?” The implied answer to the rhetorical ques-
tion that this verse asks is “No.” The question itself is a flowery way to declare that 
Behemoth is indomitable, at least by humans.

40   Benner, The Ancient Hebrew Lexicon of the Bible, p. 317; Strong, The New Strong’s Expanded 
Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, p. Hebrew 58.
41   Norman, op. cit., p. 65.
42   Dollo, L. ‘Première Note sur les Dinosauriens de Bernissart’, Bulletin du Musée Royal d’His-
toire Naturelle de Belgique (1882) 1, 161–178.
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Huge Midsection
The ABD that Behemoth has a huge midsection, which implies a sauropod-like 

shape, appears to be derived from Job 40:16, the only verse in the Behemoth pas-
sage that mentions Behemoth’s midsection. This ABD is used in only five (6.7%) of 
the twentieth and twenty-first century publications in this study’s sample, although 
its sporadic use has had a long duration (1980–2003) (Table 1; Fig. 1).

This ABD’s lack of popularity is appropriate, for there is nothing in the verse 
that implies anything about the size of Behemoth’s midsection. Instead, the 
verse says: ḵōḥû ḇǝmoṯǝnāyw wǝʾōnô bišǝrîrei biṭnô. In English, the word-for-
word translation is: “his-strength (ḵōḥû) in-his-waist (ḇǝmoṯǝnāyw) and-his-
ʾōn (wǝʾōnô) in-muscle (bišǝrîrei) of-his-belly (biṭnô).” A good English transla-
tion would be “His strength is in his waist, and his productive ability is in the 
muscle of his belly.” Note that the sizes of his waist and belly are not mentioned.

This couplet is revealing with respect to Behemoth’s anatomy. Strangely, 
neither his kōaḥ nor his ʾōn are said to be in his limbs. In ancient Hebrew writ-
ings outside Job 40, one’s kōaḥ (strength) is consistently said to be in one’s 
limbs (1 Chr. 29:12; 2 Chr. 20:6; Job 30:2; Isa. 10:13, 44:12; Dan. 11:6). The 
word ʾōn has no English equivalent and can refer to the generative power of 
the reproductive organs or to one’s physical strength, wealth, vigor, or ability 
to produce creative work, i.e. to do deeds.43 Arguably, one’s physical strength 
and ability to do deeds are mainly products of the arms and legs, not the waist 
or belly. The word šārîr can refer to the navel but is more broadly applied to 
the firm parts of a bodily region. The emphasis on strength in the couplet’s use 
of the words kōaḥ and ʾōn therefore suggests that šārîr in this case refers to a 
strength-bearing part such as a muscle. The šārîr of the belly is therefore more 
likely in this case to be belly muscle than the navel. Having the ʾōn in the belly 
is consistent with reference to a womb, but Behemoth is male. When all these 
clues are put together, the picture that emerges is that of a creature that for 
some reason has its strength and ability to do deeds concentrated in its waist 
and belly muscle instead of in its limbs. Why do Behemoth’s limbs not contain 
his kōaḥ and ʾōn? The most logical explanation is that his limbs are missing. In 
other words, he is envisioned as a serpent. Storage of the kōaḥ and ʾōn in the 
waist and belly muscle is incongruous for a limb-propelled animal, whereas it 
is expected in a creature that slithers on its belly.

Although modern advocates of the ZA and rabbinical writings of the early 
Christian Era both describe Behemoth as a mammalian quadruped, both sets 
of writers wrote centuries after the book of Job was composed. It is therefore 
possible that the conception of Behemoth had evolved by the time they wrote. 
The conception of Behemoth’s counterpart monster Leviathan certainly had 

43   Benner, The Ancient Hebrew Lexicon of the Bible, p. 57; Strong, The New Strong’s Expanded 
Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, p. Hebrew 8.
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evolved by the time the Christian Era dawned. In the rabbinical writings of the 
Christian Era, Leviathan is a monstrous fish.44 But in the Hebrew Bible, Levia-
than is a serpent (tannîn), as shown above. Because Leviathan was originally 
envisioned as a serpent, it is plausible that his counterpart monster also was. If 
this is correct, it explains the apparent identity of Leviathan and Behemoth as 
the tannînim of Gen. 1:21, created on the fifth day, in Jewish apocalyptic litera-
ture of the Second Temple period and later.

The evolution of the conception of Leviathan from serpent to fish is plausibly 
connected to his containment in the sea (Job 41:31–32; Ps. 74:13, 104:26; Isa. 
27:10). Similarly, the evolution of the conception of Behemoth from serpent 
(if indeed Behemoth was originally envisioned as serpentine) to mammalian 
quadruped is plausibly explained by a feature that is easy to identify: his name. 
The name Behemoth is Hebrew for “cattle,” or more broadly “livestock,” or yet 
more broadly “beasts.” His name therefore brings to mind the image of a mam-
malian quadruped. It is important to note that this does not mean that Behe-
moth was given his name because he was originally conceived as a mammalian 
quadruped. One’s name does not necessarily describe oneself. For example, 
the people in the Hebrew Bible who are named Rachel (which means “female 
sheep”), Ariel (which means “lion of God”), and Achsah (which means “ankle 
bracelet”) were neither livestock, predatory felines, nor jewelry. Similarly, an 
entity that is named after mammalian beasts is not necessarily a mammalian 
beast itself but may instead have been named after some sort of association 
with mammalian beasts. There is iconographic precedent for this possibility. 
Ancient Mesopotamian art depicts the demoness Lamashtu with a lion’s head, 
standing on a horse or donkey and suckling a dog and a pig.45 This shows that a 
dangerous supernatural entity could be associated with beasts in ancient Near 
Eastern thought.

Alternatively, it is possible that the name Behemoth is an intensive plural 
that means something similar to Great Ox or Great Beast.46 This possibility 
has prompted some researchers to seek connections between Behemoth and 
bovine monsters from ancient Near Eastern narratives. Examples of the latter 
include the Bull of Heaven (slain by Gilgamesh in Mesopotamian myth), the 
bull-horned and bovine-humped Eater and Devourer (which defeat Baʿal in 
Canaanite myth), and the bull-calf Atik (whom the goddess Anat claims to have 
slain in Canaanite myth).47 However, there are problems with these postulated 

44   Whitney, op. cit., pp. 111–118, 128, 148–150; Mulder, op. cit., p. 124; Sneed op. cit. pp. 
135–144.
45   Keel, O. The Symbolism of the Biblical World. Ancient Near Eastern Iconography and the Book 
of Psalms, Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns (1997), pp. 79–80.
46   Ember, A. ‘The Pluralis Intensivus in Hebrew’, The American Journal of Semitic Languages 
and Literatures (1905) 21, 195–231.
47   Pope, M.H. Job. Introduction, Translation, and Notes, New York: Doubleday (1965), pp. 
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connections. There is no serpentine counterpart, equivalent to Leviathan, in 
the stories of the Bull of Heaven and the Eater and Devourer, nor are there 
echoes of their stories in Job 40. The problems with a possible connection with 
Atik deserve more elaboration, because of a plausible connection with Levia-
than. Atik is known only from one line in a myth about Baʿal.48 In that line, he 
is called the calf of El, the head deity, who is metaphorically called a bull in nu-
merous lines of the same myth and others.49 It is plausible that Atik, like most 
major Canaanite deities, is one of the offspring of El, which makes him a calf 
figuratively and not literally, because he is the son of a so-called bull. Some re-
searchers have suggested that Atik is another name of Arsh, a character known 
from only one line apiece in two Ugaritic texts.50 Neither line describes Arsh as 
bovine. In one of the two narratives, the section that mentions Arsh and Atik 
is a speech by Anat in which she claims to have smitten Yam (the sea), then 
repeats the claim on each of the next few lines, using a different epithet for Yam 
with each repetition: nhr (river: a reference to the sea as a world-encircling 
river), tnn (the Ugaritic cognate of the Hebrew word tannîn, a reference to the 
sea in which is it envisioned as Lotan, Yam’s alter ego: a multi-headed, world-
encircling serpent51), bṯn (snake: another reference to the sea as Lotan), and 
the encircler with the seven heads (another reference to the sea as Lotan). On 
the next two lines, Anat claims to have smitten “the Beloved of El, Arsh” and 
“El’s calf, Atik.”52 Neither this text nor any other explains what Arsh is, but the 
phrase “Beloved of El” (an epithet of Yam) in this text and the phrase “in the sea 
[of] Arsh and tnn” in another text associate Arsh with the sea. 53 It is therefore 
plausible that Arsh is yet another epithet of Yam and that in this line Anat is 
simply continuing her long-winded claim to have smitten him. The following 

269–270, 321–322; Wakeman, M.K. God’s Battle with the Monster. A Study in Biblical Imagery, 
Leiden: Brill (1973), pp. 113–114; Day, op. cit., pp. 81–82.
48   Wyatt, N. Religious Texts from Ugarit, 2nd ed. London: Sheffield Academic (2002), p. 80.
49   Ibid., pp. 41, 44, 47, 54, 55, 59. 61, 87, 94, 97, 98, 100, 184, 186, 254.
50   Day, op. cit., p. 81; Batto, B.F. ‘Behemoth’. In van der Toorn, K., Beckung, B. (ed.) Dictionary of 
Deities and Demons in the Bible, Leiden: Brill (1995), pp. 315–322; Pitard, W.T. ‘Just How Many 
Monsters Did Anat Fight? (KTU 1.3 III 38–47)?’ In Younger, K.L. (ed.) Ugarit at Seventy-Five, 
Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns (2007), pp. 75–88.
51   Coogan, M.D., Smith, M.S. Stories from Ancient Canaan, 2nd ed., Louisville: Westminster John 
Knox (2012), p. 106; Wyatt, Religious Texts from Ugarit, p. 115; Senter, ‘Leviathan, Behemoth, 
and Other Biblical Tannînim’, p. 223.
52   Wyatt, Religious Texts from Ugarit, pp. 79–80.
53   Yam as ‘Beloved of El’: Wyatt, Religious Texts from Ugarit, pp. 49, 79, 95. But note that Mot, 
the god of death, is also ‘Beloved of El’: Wyatt, Religious Texts from Ugarit, pp. 113, 116, 120.
     The line ‘in the sea [of] Arsh and tnn’: Wyatt, Religious Texts from Ugarit, p. 145. For the 
original text of this line, see de Moor, J.C., Spronk, K. A Cuneiform Anthology of Religious Texts 
from Ugarit, Leiden: Brill (1987), p. 44: line 51. For the original text of the smiting of Yam under 
various epithets in Anat’s speech, see lines 38–44 on p. 4 of the same work. To transliterate the 
Ugaritic cuneiform script of those lines, see Gordon, C.H. Ugaritic Textbook, Rome: Pontifico 
Istituto Biblico (1998): pp. 13–15.
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line about Atik is plausibly more of the same, because to call him “El’s calf” may 
simply acknowledge that he is El’s offspring (and therefore could be Yam). If 
this interpretation is correct, then Arsh and Atik are alternate names for Yam/
Lotan/Leviathan, not Behemoth.

In the end, the idea that Behemoth was originally conceived as bovine rests 
on flimsy evidence. Nothing about Behemoth in Job 40 suggests a bovine crea-
ture, other than his name and his eating plants. As shown above, both items 
may be indicative of the imagery associated with a dangerous supernatural 
entity and aren’t necessarily indicative of a bovine creature. Thus, neither his 
name nor his plant consumption convincingly overturns the possibility that 
Behemoth was originally conceived as serpentine.

Verse 16 of Job 40 is consistent with the PMA, whether the writer envisioned 
Behemoth as bovine or serpentine. It is unusual to store one’s kōaḥ and ʾōn 
in one’s waist and one’s belly muscles, but such a storage location does not 
preclude one from being a primordial monster. After all, for a creature to be 
considered a monster, there must be something about it that is unusual.

Strength in Hips
As with the previous ABD, the ABD that Behemoth has strength in his hips has 

not been very popular. It is used in only 11 (15%) of the twentieth and twenty-first 
century publications in this study’s sample, and not before 1990 or after 2013 (Table 
1; Fig. 1). Its lack of popularity is appropriate, for it is not linguistically sound. It is 
derived from the statement in Job 40:16 that Behemoth’s kōaḥ is in his moṯnayim. 
However, the word moṯnayim refers not to the hips but to the constricted area above 
them, between the hips and the ribcage: the waist.54 When mōṯen (the waist or the 
small of the back) is used in its plural form moṯnayim, it is equivalent to the plural 
English words “loins” (when “loins” is used for the sides of the torso, not the testes) 
or “flanks.” It therefore does not imply the root of a limb such as a shoulder or hip.

Different authors using this ABD have elaborated on it in different ways, and 
some of those elaborations are rather creative. One author interpreted the phrase in 
verse 16 as a reference to a sauropod’s ability to support weight on and pivot on its 
hindlimbs.55 Another stated that Behemoth’s “hips were built to withstand the enor-
mous force of each pounding step.”56 Another connected the phrase to specialized 
vertebral construction.57 One set of authors made the inexplicable statement that “a 

54   Benner, The Ancient Hebrew Lexicon of the Bible, p. 371; Strong, The New Strong’s Expanded 
Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, p. Hebrew 177.
55   Baker, M. Dinosaurs. Redding, CA: New Century (1991), p. 18.
56   Anonymous. ‘Dino-might’, Creation ex Nihilo (1997) 20 no. 1, 43.
57   Sharp, GT. Rocks, Fossils and Dinosaurs, Noble, Oklahoma: Icon (2010), pp. 177–180.
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sauropod dinosaur is double hipped.”58 This last statement deserves attention, for 
any vertebrate with limbs is double hipped in that it has two hips, so the reader is left 
to wonder how this verse applies better to a sauropod than to any other vertebrate 
with limbs. If the authors meant that there is something in the hips of a sauropod 
that is doubled in comparison to the hips of other vertebrates, then the authors were 
mistaken. It is possible that this misconception arose from the name of the sauropod 
Diplodocus, which means “double beam,” although Diplodocus’ name refers to the 
shape of the chevron bones beneath its tail vertebrae and not to any aspect of its 
hips.59 In any case, as we have seen, verse 14 is consistent with the PMA.

Indomitable
According to verse 24 of Job 40, Behemoth cannot be captured, and verse 19 

implies that only his Maker dares to approach him with the sword. It is therefore ac-
curate to describe Behemoth as indomitable, at least by humans. This ABD has been 
expressed in various ways by various authors, but not very often. It is used in only 
eight (11%) of the twentieth and twenty-first century publications in this study’s 
sample, although its occasional use has had a relatively long duration (1984–2003) 
(Table 1; Fig. 1). This ABD is linguistically sound. It is also consistent with the 
PMA, for a primordial monster in Ancient Near Eastern literature is indomitable by 
any entity other than a major deity.

Peaceful
The characterization of Behemoth as peaceful or docile and its use as an ABD is 

rare. It was used in only five (6.7%) of the twentieth and twenty-first century pub-
lications in this study’s sample, and only during a 12-year stretch: 1990–2002. This 
ABD is based on Job 40:20, which in most English translations says that the moun-
tains bring Behemoth food where the beasts of the field play (e.g. ASV, KJV, ESV, 
NAS, NIV, NRSV). The two authors who used this ABD apparently presumed that 
Behemoth is peaceful and docile if nearby animals feel safe enough to be playful in 
his presence. Both authors used this ABD in support of the idea of Behemoth as a 
sauropod, an herbivorous dinosaur, apparently under the assumption that herbivores 
are peaceful and docile. However, a close look at the behavior of today’s large her-
bivores, which regularly includes aggression and sometimes great violence, reveals 
that that assumption is incorrect.60

58   Oard, M.J., Bates, G., Wolfe, T., Turbuck, C. Exploring Dinosaurs with Mr. Hibb, Powder 
Springs, GA: Creation Book Publishers (2016), pp. 48–49.
59   Marsh, O.C. ‘Principal Characters of American Jurassic Dinosaurs – Part 1’, American Journal 
of Science (1878) 16, 411–416.
60   e.g. Estes, R.D. The Behavior Guide to African Mammals, Berkeley: University of California 
Press (1991).
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It is also incorrect that the beasts in verse 20 are near Behemoth. The Hebrew 
wording of the verse is kî-ḇûl ḥārîm yiśǝʾū-lō wǝḵol-ḥayyaṯ haśśāḏeh yǝśaḥāqū-
šām. In English, the word-for-word translation is “Surely (kî-) food (ḇûl) mountains 
(ḥārîm) they-bring-forth-to-him (yiśǝʾū-lō) and-all (wǝḵol-) beasts (ḥayyaṯ) the-field 
(haśśāḏeh) taunt-him (yǝśaḥāqū-) there (šām).” A good English translation would 
be: “Surely the mountains bring forth food to him, and the beasts of the field taunt 
him from where they are.” The word śāḏeh refers to a flat area suitable for culti-
vation.61 A flat area stands in contrast to mountains. Although the phrase “beasts of 
the field” in the Hebrew Bible usually refers to wild animals in general (Gen. 3:1, 
3:14; Exod. 22:31, 23:11, 23:29; Lev. 26:22; Deut. 7:22; 2 Kgs 14:9; 2 Chr. 25:18; 
Job 5:23, 39:15, Ps. 8:7, 80:13, 104:11; Isa. 43:20, 56:9; Jer. 12:9, 27:6, 28:14; 
Ezek. 34:5, 34:8, 39:4, 39:17; Hos. 2:12; Joel 1:20, 2:22), it is sometimes used to 
emphasize a contrast in location, such as the ground as opposed to the air (Gen. 
2:19, 2:20; 1 Sam 17:44; 2 Sam. 21:10; Ezek. 29:5, 31:6, 31:13, 38:20; Hos. 2:18, 
4:3), the land as opposed to the sea (Ezek. 38:20), or a flat area as opposed to moun-
tains (Ps. 50:11). In verse 20, its coupling with a phrase about mountains implies 
a contrast in location. The beasts of the field are therefore not where Behemoth is 
(the mountains). Instead, they are where Behemoth is not (the flat field). The verb 
that expresses what they’re doing there is śāḥaq, which refers to laughter, whether 
derisive or merely joyful.62 The verb can also be used in reference to the operation 
of a musical instrument, in which case it is translated “play” in English (1 Sam. 
18:7; 2 Sam. 6:5, 6:21; 1 Chr. 13:8, 15:29; Jer. 31:4). However, the operation of 
musical instruments by wild animals is incongruous in the context of verse 20. The 
verse implies that the beasts of the plain laugh at Behemoth from afar, apparently 
as one might taunt an exiled individual whose exile prevents him from harming the 
taunter. This is consistent with the PMA, for the banishing of a primordial monster 
to a safe distance may inspire derisive revelry.

Tight Sinews
The idea that Behemoth has tight sinews has been used as an ABD only twice 

in this study’s sample: once in 1993 and once in 1995. In the latter case, the author 
connected the idea to the ossified tendons that stiffen the tails of hadrosaurid dino-
saurs such as Corythosaurus.63

This ABD is based on Job 40:17b, which says gîḏei phaḥaḏāyw yǝśōrāgū. 
In English, the word-for-word translation is “tendons (gîḏei) his-testes 
(phaḥaḏāyw) interwoven (yǝśōrāgū).” A good English translation would be: 

61   Strong, The New Strong’s Expanded Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, p. Hebrew 272.
62   Benner, The Ancient Hebrew Lexicon of the Bible, p. 390; Strong, The New Strong’s Expanded 
Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, p. Hebrew 276.
63   Reinikainen, P. ‘Letter to the Editor: Dinosaurs and Dragons’, Creation Ex Nihilo Technical 
Journal (1995) 9, 36.
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“The tendons at his testes are interwoven.” This phrase is the second part of 
the couplet that likens Behemoth to a cedar. As we have seen, the first part of 
the couplet (verse 17a) uses wordplay to say that like a cedar cherishing its 
trunk, Behemoth cherishes his tail. The second part (verse 17b) continues to 
conceptually link Behemoth’s hindquarters and the parts of a cedar, by using 
the verb śārag, which refers to the weaving of branches to make a wreath.64 
The parts of Behemoth that are interwoven are the plural of gîḏ, a word that 
refers to a tendon, the tough connective tissue structure that attaches muscle 
to bone.65 Their location is his paḥaḏ, a word that refers to a testis.66 However, 
because testes don’t have tendons, this must refer to tendons in their vicinity, 
i.e. in the pelvic region, the location of the base of the tail, which is conceptually 
linked to the zānāv (animal tail or plant stem) in the first part of the couplet in 
17a. It is possible that the reference to testes in 17b echoes a double entendre 
in 17a that conceptually links Behemoth’s zānāv with in his genitals.

It is also possible that the wording of 17b is another colorful way to say 
that Behemoth has no limbs. Because the verb śārag would normally be used 
in reference to branches, the turn of phrase in the second part of the couplet 
in 17b may be meant to draw a contrast between the anatomy of Behemoth’s 
pelvic region and a cedar’s branches. Just as a cedar’s branches extend outward 
from its trunk, an animal’s hindlimbs extend outward from its pelvis. However, 
instead of sporting structures that extend outward, Behemoth’s pelvis sports 
structures that are tightly woven as in a wreath. Limblessness is suggested not 
only by the lack of outwardly extending structures at the pelvis but also by the 
shape of a wreath, which is elongate and narrow like a serpent. Whether this 
serpentine interpretation of verse 17b is correct or not, the Hebrew phrasing is 
consistent with the PMA, for its characterization of Behemoth’s anatomy does 
not preclude him from being a primordial monster.

Concluding Thoughts
The Behemoth passage in Job 40 is one of the most mistranslated passages in 

the Bible. Most English renditions of it contain phrasing that differs strongly from 
that of the Hebrew text, both in literal wording and in spirit. A possible contributing 
factor is that, centuries before the first English translation of the Bible was under-
taken, the ancient Hebrew conception of Behemoth within its original Near Eastern 
folkloric context had been all but forgotten. Only in recent history have we begun to 
rediscover its pieces and attempt to reassemble them. A second possible contribut-

64   Benner, The Ancient Hebrew Lexicon of the Bible, p. 396; Strong, The New Strong’s Expanded 
Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, p. Hebrew 291.
65   Benner, The Ancient Hebrew Lexicon of the Bible, p. 79; Strong, The New Strong’s Expanded 
Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, p. Hebrew 55.
66   Strong, The New Strong’s Expanded Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, p. Hebrew 226.
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ing factor is the influence of a preconceived idea in the minds of the translators: in 
this case, the idea that Behemoth is both a natural animal and a quadruped. This 
idea, a product of the ZA, had long been predominant by the time the first English 
translations of the Bible were undertaken. Incorrect preconceived ideas have gener-
ated mistranslations in English renditions of the Hebrew Bible in other instances 
also. For example, in the KJV, the Hebrew words matsēḇāh and ʾašerāh are often 
rendered as “image” and “grove” respectively, despite that a matsēḇāh is not an im-
age but is an elongate stone that was erected as a monument or religious focal point, 
and an ʾašerāh is not a grove but was a wooden religious implement.67 Although 
most current English translations render these two words more correctly, reflecting 
the findings of modern scholarship on ancient Near Eastern culture, mistranslations 
of other Hebrew words in various biblical passages persist in recent English trans-
lations.68 Similar problems with the Behemoth passage of Job 40 are therefore not 
unique.

Many ABDs are direct results of translation errors. As shown above, several 
ABDs that are contradicted by the Hebrew text are consistent with its English 
renditions. The advocates of such ABDs should therefore not be judged too 
harshly. Few modern readers of the Bible have studied Hebrew, which makes a 
modern-language translation the only available form of the text to many read-
ers.

As shown above, the variety of arguments for Behemoth as a dinosaur all fail 
under scrutiny. Several are based on mistranslations or misunderstandings of 
the Hebrew text. Notably, among the ABDs that are based on mistranslation is 
the ABD of the cedar-like tail, which is not only the most popular ABD but is the 
only dinosaur-specific trait that any ABD addresses. Without it, the basis for 
judging Behemoth to be a dinosaur crumbles.

It is therefore evident that the text of Job 40 does not support the interpreta-
tion of Behemoth as a dinosaur. However, it is consistent with Behemoth as 
a primordial monster, in accordance both with ancient extrabiblical writings 
and with much modern scholarship.69 The text of Job 40 also contradicts the 
interpretation of Behemoth as a hippopotamus or elephant. Modern scholars 

67   Keel, O., Uehlinger, C. Gods, Goddesses, and Images of God in Ancient Israel, Minneapolis: For-
tress (1998), pp. 228–240; Bloch-Smith, E. ‘Massebot Standing for Yhwh. The Fall of a Yhwistic 
Cult Symbol’, in Collins, J.J., Lemons, T.M., Olyan, S.M. (eds.) Worship, Women, and War. Essays in 
Honor of Susan Niditch, Providence: Brown University (2015), pp.. 99–115.
68   For several examples, see Budin, S.L. The Myth of Sacred Prostitution in Antiquity, Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press (2008).
69   Day, op. cit., pp. 41–42, 77–87; Stone, op. cit., pp. 186–188; Batto, op. cit., pp. 47, 157; Whit-
ney, op. cit.; Ansell, op. cit.; Mulder, op. cit.; van de Kamp, H. ‘Leviathan and the Monsters in 
Revelation’. In van Bekkum, K., Dekker, J., van de Kamp, H., Peels, E. (eds.) Playing with Levia-
than. Interpretation and Reception of Monsters from the Biblical World, Leiden: Brill (2017), pp. 
167–175; Senter, ‘Leviathan, Behemoth, and Other Biblical Tannînim’; Sneed, op. cit.



Zoology and Job 40: Review and critique of the arguments for Behemoth

Science & Christian Belief, Vol 36, No. 1 • 51

would therefore do well to rethink the zoological approach to the identity of 
Behemoth and perhaps discard it altogether.
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Figure 1. Temporal distribution of arguments that Behemoth is a di-
nosaur. Each black square represents one publication. For each argument, the 
number of black squares stacked vertically per year represents the number of 
publications that used the argument in that year. For details, see Table 1.
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Table 1. Arguments that Behemoth is a dinosaur.  All dinosaurs listed 
in the far-right column are sauropods, except Corythosaurus, Iguanodon, 
Stegosaurus, and Tyrannosaurus.
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Thompson 183570 X X aquatic, strong, 
large; flexible tail; 
nasal horn

Iguano-
don

Burnett, 183871: 
67–70

flexible X flexible tail; nasal 
horn

Iguano-
don

Burnett, 184172 flexible X flexible tail; nasal 
horn

Iguano-
don

Beierle, 197473: 34 dinosaur
Segraves, 197574: 31 dinosaur
McGowen75, 1976: 
76–77

X Bronto-
saurus

Beierle, 197776: 63 X Bronto-
saurus

Gish, 197777: 16–17 X dinosaur 
(pic-
tured: a 
sauro-
pod)

70   Thompson, T. ‘An Attempt to Ascertain the Animals Designated in the Scriptures by the 
Names Leviathan and Behemoth’, The Magazine of Natural History (1835) 8, 193-197, 307-321.
71   Burnett, C.M. The Power, Wisdom, and Goodness of God, as Displayed in the Animal Creation, 
London: James Burns (1838).
72   Burnett, C.M. ‘On Some Circumstances in Zoology, and the Natural History of Man, Men-
tioned in Revelation. No. IV’, Church of England Magazine (1841) 10, 260–262.
73   Beierle, F.P. Giant Man Tracks, Prosser, WA: Perfect Printing (1974).
74   Segraves, K.L. The Great Dinosaur Mistake, San Diego: Beta (1975).
75   McGowen, C.H. In Six Days, Bible Voice, Van Nuys, CA: Bible Voice (1976).
76   Beierle, F.P. Man, Dinosaurs, and History, Prosser, WA: Perfect Printing (1977)
77   Gish, D.T. Dinosaurs, Those Terrible Lizards, San Diego: Creation-Life Publishers (1977).
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Rouster, 197878 X strong, large, 
aquatic

dinosaur

Beierle, 198079: 97 X Bronto-
saurus

Morris, 198080: 65 X huge midsection, 
bones strong as iron, 
dweller of swampy 
regions

“bronto- 
saur-
type 
dino-
saurs”

Morris, 198481: 357 X X can’t be trapped Bronto-
saurus, 
Tyranno-
saurus

Petersen, 198682: 
138–140

X X X powerful legs, large 
midsection

Bronto-
saurus

Baugh, 198783: 
78–82

X X bones like bronze 
bars

Stego-
saurus, 
Bronto-
saurus, 
Seismo-
saurus

Mackal, 198784: 6 X X swampy habitat sauropod
Taylor, 198785: 
18–19

X X gigantic, “great 
muscles and very 
strong bones”

Diplod-
ocus, 
Apato-
saurus

78   Rouster, L. ‘Beowulf: Creationist Implications in our Earliest English Epic’, Creation Re-
search Society Quarterly (1978) 14, 221–223.
79   Beierle, F.P. Man, Dinosaur, and History, Prosser, WA: Perfect Printing (1980).
80   Morris, J.D. Tracking Those Incredible Dinosaurs…and the People Who Knew Them, San 
Diego: CLP (1980).
81   Morris, H.M. The Biblical Basis for Modern Science, Grand Rapids: Baker Book House (1984).
82   Petersen, D.R. Unlocking the Mysteries of Creation. El Dorado, CA: Creation Resource Foun-
dation (1986).
83   Baugh, C.E. Dinosaur, Orange, CA: Promise (1987).
84   Mackal, R.P. A Living Dinosaur? In Search of Mokele-Mbembe, Leiden: Brill (1987).
85   Taylor, P.S. The Great Dinosaur Mystery and the Bible, Colorado Springs: Cook Communica-
tions (1987).
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Ham et al., 199086: 
33

X Brachio-
saurus

Unfred, 199087: 6–8 X “greatest 
of all 
the land 
beasts 
that 
God had 
made”

X aquatic, unafraid of 
river flooding, can’t 
be trapped, gentle, 
“back legs were his 
strength,” belly the 
source of his power, 
bones like tubes of 
brass and bars of iron

dinosaur 
(pic-
tured: a 
sauro-
pod)

Baker, 199188: 18 X X X ability to support 
weight on and pivot 
on hindlimbs; bones 
strong as brass and 
iron

Apato-
saurus

Sharbaugh, 199189: 
160

X dinosaur

Gish, 199290: 20 X big enough to drink 
up a river

Apato-
saurus, 
Brachio-
saurus

Grigg, 199291 X Diplod-
ocus, 
Brachio-
saurus

Ham, 199392: 12–13 X “perhaps 
the big-
gest land 
animal 
God had 
created”

dinosaur

86   Ham, K., Snelling, A., Wieland, C. The Answers Book, El Cajon, CA: Master Books (1990).
87   Unfred, D. Dinosaurs and the Bible, Lafayette, Louisiana: Huntington House (1990).
88   Baker, M. Dinosaurs. Redding, CA: New Century (1991).
89   Sharbaugh, N. Ammunition for Piercing the Armor of the Philosophy of Evolution, Browns-
burg, IN: Norm Sharbaugh Ministries (1991).
90   Gish, D.T. Dinosaurs by Design, Green Forest, AR: Master Books (1992).
91   Grigg, R. ‘Dinosaurs and Dragons: Stamping on the Legends’, Creation ex Nihilo (1992) 14 
no. 3, 10–14.
92   Ham, K. Dinosaurs and the Bible, Florence, KY: Answers in Genesis (1993).
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Taylor, 199393 X X “drinks a lot, has 
strong bones, loins 
and belly…is tightly 
sinewed”

dinosaur

Niermann, 199494 X “largest 
of all 
the land 
animals”

X peaceful, rested in 
water

sauropod

Phillips, 199495: 
59–60

X biggest X aquatic, strong, 
large-boned, gentle, 
can’t be trapped

Diplodo-
cus

Brown, 199596: 249 X unafraid of river dinosaur
Reinikainen97, 1995 knitted sinews (as in 

Corythosaurus)
dinosaur

Anonymous 199798 X X “size was over-
whelming,” “hips 
were built to with-
stand the enormous 
force of each pound-
ing step,” “its mid-
section was a mass 
of muscle,” “bones 
were built like steel 
girders with ribs like 
iron bars”

Apato-
saurus

93   Taylor, C.V. ‘Dinosaurs in the Bible’, Creation Ex Nihilo Technical Journal (1993) 7, 169–171.
94   Niermann, D.L. ‘Dinosaurs and Dragons’, Creation Ex Nihilo Technical Journal (1994) 8 no. 
1, 85–104.
95   Phillips, P. Dinosaurs. The Bible, Barney and Beyond, Lancaster, PA: Starburst (1994).
96   Brown, W. In the Beginning. Compelling Evidence for Creation and the Flood, Phoenix: Center 
for Scientific Creation (1995).
97   Reinikainen, P. ‘Letter to the Editor: Dinosaurs and Dragons’, Creation Ex Nihilo Technical 
Journal (1995) 9, 36.
98   Anonymous. ‘Dino-might’, Creation ex Nihilo (1997) 20 no. 1, 43.
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Driver, 199799 X “‘chief’ 
(largest) 
of the 
created 
land ani-
mals”

X large, “great 
strength in his loins 
and belly,” bones 
like bars of iron

dinosaur

Ham, 1998100: 
66–67

X “the 
largest 
animal 
God had 
made”

Brachio-
saurus

Morris, 1999101: 36 X “biggest 
land 
animal 
that God 
created”

X huge girth, strong 
bones, swamp 
dweller, afraid of 
nothing

Apato-
saurus

Perloff, 1999102: 189 X Brachio-
saurus

DeYoung, 2000103: 
46

X X X bones like tubes of 
bronze and rods of 
iron; hides in the 
marsh

Apato-
saurus

Morris, 2000104: 73 X large dinosaur
Comfort 2001105: 19 X “the 

largest 
of all the 
creatures 
God 
made”

X strong hips, strong 
bones, lived among 
trees, “drank mas-
sive amounts of 
water, and was not 
disturbed by a rag-
ing river”; “impervi-
ous to attack”

dinosaur

99   Driver, R. ‘Sea Monsters…More than a Legend?’ Creation ex Nihilo (1997) 19 no. 4, 38–42.
100   Ham, K. The Great Dinosaur Mystery Solved, Green Forest, AR: Master Books (1998).
101   Morris, J.D. Dinosaurs, the Lost World, and You, Green Forest, AR: Master Books (1999).
102   Perloff, J. Tornado in a Junkyard. The Relentless Myth of Darwinism, Arlington, MA: Refuge 
(1999).
103   DeYoung, D. 2000. Dinosaurs and Creation, Grand Rapids: Baker (2000).
104   Morris, H.M. Biblical Creationism: What Each Book of the Bible Tells about Creation and the 
Flood, Green Forest, AR: Master Books (2000).
105   Comfort, R. Scientific Facts in the Bible. 100 Reasons to Believe the Bible is Supernatural in 
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Comninellis, 
2001106: 119–120

X dinosaur

Ham, 2001107: 38 X “the larg-
est land 
animal 
God had 
made”

sauro-
pod, e.g. 
Brachio-
saurus

Lyons, 2001108 X “chief 
[i.e., 
largest] 
of the 
ways of 
God”

X peaceful; can’t be 
apprehended

Apato-
saurus

McGowen, 2002109: 
110

X bones of bronze, 
limbs of iron

Bronto-
saurus

Petersen, 2002110: 
150–151

X X X powerful legs, mas-
sive midsection

Apato-
saurus

McKeever 2003111 X “largest 
of his 
creation”

X “strong legs and 
bones”

Brachio-
saurus, 
Apato-
saurus

Butt & Lyons, 
2004112: 59

X “largest 
land-liv-
ing 
animals 
ever to 
roam the 
earth”

bones like beams 
of bronze, ribs like 
bars of iron

dinosaur

Origin, Newberry, FL: Bridge-Logos (2001).
106   Comninellis, N. Creative Defense. Evidence Against Evolution, Green Forest, AR: Master 
Books (2001).
107   Ham, K. Dinosaurs of Eden, Green Forest, AR: Master Books (2001).
108   Lyons, E. ‘Behemoth and Leviathan—Creatures of Controversy’, Reason & Revelation 
(2001) 21 no. 1, 1–8.
109   McGowen, C. In Six Days. A Case for Intelligent Design, new and rev. ed., New Wilmington, 
PA: SON-RISE (2001).
110   Petersen, D.R. Unlocking the Mysteries of Creation, premier ed., Alachua, FL: Bridge-Logos 
(2002).
111   McKeever, S. ‘Dinosaur Questions’, Creation (2003) 25 no. 2, 22–24.
112   Butt, K., Lyons, E. Dinosaurs Unleashed. The True Story about Dinosaurs and Humans, 2nd 
ed., Montgomery: Apologetics Press (2008).
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Batten et al., 
2006113: 242–243

X large Brachio-
saurus

Gibbons, 2006114: 
50–52

X one of 
the “first 
works” 
(sixth 
day)

swamp-dwelling Argenti-
nosaurus

Ham, 2006115: 160 X “the larg-
est land 
animal 
God had 
made”

Brachio-
saurus

Batdorf and Porch, 
2007116: 133

X “the larg-
est living 
thing 
God 
created”

X Apato-
saurus

Hamp, 2007117: 
139–143

X X strength in its hips; 
bones like bronze 
and iron

Brachio-
saurus

Helfinstine and 
Roth, 2007118: 107

large, terrestrial large 
dinosaur

Wilson et al., 
2007119: 27–28, 108

X X Seismo-
saurus

113   Batten, D., Catchpoole, D., Sarfati, J., Wieland, C. 2006. The Creation Answers Book, no city 
listed: Creation Book Publishers (2006).
114   Gibbons, W.J. Missionaries and Monsters, Landisville, PA: Coachwhip (2006).
115   Ham, K. ‘What Really Happened to the Dinosaurs?’ in Ham, K. (ed.) The New Answers Book 
1, Green Forest, AR: Master Books (2006), pp. 149–176.
116   Batdorf, B.R., Porch, T.E. Life Science, 3rd ed., Greenville, SC: BJU Press (2007).
117   Hamp, D. The First Six Days. Confronting the God-Plus-Evolution Myth, Santa Ana: Yoel 
(2007).
118   Helfinstine, R.F., Roth, J.D. Texas Tracks and Artifacts. Do Texas Fossils Indicate Coexistence 
of Men and Dinosaurs? 2nd ed., Anoka, MN: R & J(2007).
119   Wilson, C., Wilson, B,. Heffner, J. The Paluxy River Dinosaur Controversy. Did Dinosaurs 
and Men Walk Together? Final Nails in the Coffin of Evolution, Lilydale, VIC: Pacific Christian 
Ministries (2007).
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Boland 2008120: 
58–60

X chief = 
“largest, 
and the 
greatest 
of all the 
animals”

X gigantic; strong 
muscles and bones; 
untamable; “could 
drink large amounts 
of water”

Apato-
saurus, 
Diplod-
ocus, 
Ultra-
saurus 
[sic.]

Butt & Lyons, 
2008121: 67

X “largest 
land-liv-
ing 
animals 
ever to 
roam the 
earth”

bones like beams 
of bronze, ribs like 
bars of iron

dinosaur

Catchpoole 2008122: 
11–13

X “largest 
land 
animals 
that God 
made”

Brachio-
saurus

Dye, 2008123: 17 X “the 
greatest 
creature 
He ever 
made”

sauropod

Lyons and Butt, 
2008124: 113–130

X large size X can’t be captured Apato-
saurus, 
Argenti-
nosaurus

Ham, 2009125: 49 X “the 
largest 
animal 
God 
made”

big and strong sauropod

120   Boland, K. Mysteries of the Bible Explained, Bloomington: Xlibris (2008).
121   Butt, K., Lyons, E. Dinosaurs Unleashed. The True Story about Dinosaurs and Humans, 
Montgomery: Apologetics Press (2004).
122   Catchpoole, D. ‘Mokele-Mbembe: A Living Dinosaur?’ Creation (1999) 21 no. 4, 24–25.
123   Dye, L. Dinosaurs Revealed, Victoria, BC: Trafford (2008).
124   Lyons, E., Butt, L. The Dinosaur Delusion, Montgomery: Apologetics Press (2008).
125   Ham, K. Dinosaurs for Kids, Green Forest, AR: Master Books (2009).
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Malone 2009126: 61 dinosaur
Stuckwish, 2009127: 
12–

X X drinks up a river Diplodo-
cus

Baker, 2010128: 
48–54

X X vertebrae like tubes 
of brass, leg bones 
like bars of iron, 
strength in loins 
(weight borne on 
hindlimbs)

sauropod

Isaacs 2010129: 161 “stiff 
like a 
cedar”

X large size; habitat sauropod

Paul, 2010130 X X visible loins and 
muscles; invincible

sauropod

Sharp, 2010131: 
177–180

X X strength in loins = 
specialized vertebral 
construction; bones 
like bronze beams 
and iron bars

Brachio-
saurus, 
Diplod-
ocus, 
Ultra-
sauros, 
Apato-
saurus

Gilmer, 2011132: 
83–92

X large X strong loin and bel-
ly; body parts like 
large pipes; can’t 
be captured; docile, 
aquatic

Apato-
saurus

126   Malone, B.A. Censored Science. The Suppressed Evidence, Midland, MI: Search for the Truth 
Publications (2009).
127   Stuckwish, D. Biblical Cryptozoology: Revealed Cryptids of the Bible, Bloomington: Xlibris 
(2009).
128   Baker, M. The Real History of Dinosaurs, 5th ed., Redding, CA: New Century (2010).
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