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ABSTRACT
The Genesis Flood narrative has traditionally been interpreted as a global 
cataclysm that preserved only eight human souls — Noah, his wife, their three 
sons, and their three daughters-in-law — and the present, revised edition of 
this paper** accepts that headcount as textually exact rather than as a partial 
summary.  What this paper contests is not the number but the purity of that 
number’s ancestry.  It argues that the primary mechanism by which giant 
lineages reappear after the Flood (e.g., Og of Bashan, the Anakim, Goliath) is 
that one or more of the covenant-line wives carried, latently and without any 
fault of conduct, ancestry descended from the pre-Flood intermarriage 
described in Genesis 6:1–4; a trait that resurfaced generations later in the 
manner of a dormant, recessive inheritance rather than a stable surviving 
population.  Righteousness, as Genesis itself defines it (6:5–9, 11–12), is a 
matter of conduct, not lineage, so this mechanism requires no compromise of 
the New Testament’s description of the eight as “heralds of righteousness” (2 
Peter 2:5) or as an exact number “brought safely through water” (1 Peter 
3:20).  As a secondary and more speculative possibility, this paper retains (but 
no longer relies solely upon) the earlier proposal that the Hebrew ַּתִיב (bayith, 
“household”) may have encompassed additional non-covenantal persons in 
the ark.  That reading remains lexically permissible and is not disprovable 
from the text, but Section 7 shows it is considerably less well supported than 
the carrier-lineage mechanism once the full pattern of headcount statements 
in Genesis 7–9 and in both of Peter’s epistles is weighed together.  This paper 
further offers a rationale for the herem (extermination) commands of the 
conquest narratives as a continuation of the Flood’s purificatory purpose 
directed at the resurfaced lineage, and evaluates and sets aside five common 
alternative explanations for the post-Flood giant problem.

** This is an update of a paper entitled, “Did Anyone Survive the Flood Besides Noah and His family, According to the Bible?” 
    written by Prof. Michelson and accepted for publication (1994) in the Counsel of Chalcedon.



1. INTRODUCTION

The account of Noah’s Ark in Genesis 6–9 stands as one of the most 
scrutinized narratives in biblical literature.  Central to both theological and 
historical interpretation is the question of how giant populations– explicitly 
attested after the Flood in Deuteronomy, Numbers, Joshua, and Samuel– can 
be reconciled with a judgment traditionally understood to have preserved only 
eight people, none of whom Scripture ever identifies as of giant stature.  This 
paper accepts, on the textual evidence surveyed in Section 3, that the number 
eight is not a loose summary but an exact and repeatedly confirmed count.  
The interpretive question this paper addresses is therefore not how many
were preserved, but who, genealogically, they were.

The paper’s primary thesis is that Genesis 6:1–4’s description of widespread 
intermarriage between the “sons of God” and “daughters of men” had, by the 
time of the Flood, distributed Nephilim-descended ancestry broadly enough 
through the human population that it could plausibly reach even a family as 
righteous in conduct as Noah’s– most likely through the line of one of the wives, 
who as a matter of birth rather than choice or character carried the trait forward.  
This dormant inheritance, resurfacing across generations much as any 
recessive trait does, accounts for the otherwise puzzling reappearance of giants 
“afterward” (Genesis 6:4) without requiring any deviation from the ark’s attested 
passenger count.  As a secondary and admittedly weaker possibility, this paper 
also retains the proposal that the Hebrew term ַּתיִב (bayith, “household”) carries 
a broad Ancient Near Eastern semantic range inclusive of servants and 
retainers (e.g., dependents attached to a household who aren't blood relatives 
or hired laborers in the modern sense), and that Noah’s household in this wider 
sense may have included persons beyond the eight named individuals.  Section 
7 weighs both mechanisms against the full textual evidence and explains why 
the first is adopted as primary while the second is retained as an interesting, 
lexically live, but comparatively unsupported possibility.

2. LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS OF BAYITH (HOUSEHOLD) — A SECONDARY 
LINE OF SUPPORT

Before turning to the primary carrier-lineage thesis, it is worth setting out the 
linguistic case for an expanded household, since it remains, even in a 
secondary role, a genuinely interesting possibility that this paper does not 
wish to discard outright.



2.1 Semantic Range in Biblical Hebrew
The Hebrew noun ַּתִיב (bayith) carries a primary meaning of “house” as a 
physical structure, but its extended semantic domain includes the social unit 
inhabiting that structure– family members, servants, slaves, and retainers, 
unified under the authority of a single ba’al habbayith (master of the house). 
This is an ancient Near Eastern economic and kinship unit, not a modern 
nuclear-family construct.1  In Genesis 7:1, the divine command reads “Go into 
the ark, you and all your household” (kol beytakha).  The term kol (all) is a 
universal quantifier, and its semantic weight is inclusive rather than restrictive.

2.2 Comparative Usage in Biblical Narrative
The broader application of bayith is well attested elsewhere:  Abraham leads 
“318 trained servants born in his house” to rescue Lot (Genesis 14:14); 
Abraham circumcises “all the men of his house, born in his house, and bought 
with money” (Genesis 17:23); and David blesses “his household” inclusive of 
concubines and retainers (2 Samuel 6:20).

These examples establish only that bayith is capable of a broader socio-
economic sense.  They do not establish that Genesis 7:1 intends that sense 
in this particular case, nor do they, by themselves, overcome the repeated and 
specific headcount language documented in Section 3 below.

3. THE “EIGHT SOULS” OF 1 PETER AND 2 PETER:  
    AN EXACT COUNT, NOT A COVENANTAL SUBSET

3.1 The Grammatical Evidence
1 Peter 3:20 states: ὀλίγοι, τοῦτ’ ἔστιν ὄκτὼ ψυχαί, διεσώθησαν δι’ ὕδατος — “a 
few, that is, eight souls, were brought safely through water.”  The clause 
τοῦτ’ ἔστιν (“that is”) is an epexegetical phrase, the function of which 
elsewhere in the New Testament is to supply a precise, exact equivalent (or 
number in this case), not to point toward a functional subset of a larger 
group.  2 Peter 2:5 independently preserves “Noah, ὄγδοον [eighth], a herald 
of righteousness.”  The standard grammatical treatment of this construction 
(identifying Noah as the eighth in a fixed count of eight) is the same 
construction type used in 1 Peter 3:20, and the leading Greek grammatical 
authorities explicitly treat the two verses as functioning identically– rejecting 
the minority reading that would read ὄγδοον as “eighth in a succession of 
preachers” rather than as a headcount.2



3.2 Genesis’s Own Repeated Bookends
The same eight-person formula recurs, essentially verbatim, at the two 
narrative bookends of the Flood account:  at the moment of entry (Genesis 
7:13) and at the moment of exit (Genesis 8:16, 18).  Genesis 9:18–19 then 
adds a fifth, summary-level statement:  “these three were the sons of Noah, 
and from these the people of the whole earth were dispersed”– Genesis 10 
confirms this — every nation it lists traces back to Shem, Ham, or Japheth, 
with no room left over for a fourth line of descent.  Taken together with Peter’s 
two texts, five independent statements converge on the same number at the 
two points in the narrative –entry and exit– exactly where one would expect 
the text to spell out any remaining details, if there were any.

3.3 Why This Does Not Defeat the Paper’s Thesis
An exact headcount of eight settles only how many were preserved; it says 
nothing about their ancestry.  Genesis’s own vocabulary for what the Flood 
judged:  ָסמָח (chamas, “violence”) and ָׁתחַש (shachath, “corrupted, ruined”) in 
Genesis 6:5–7 and 6:11–12, describes moral conduct, not descent.  Noah is 
called tzaddik (“righteous”) and tamim (“blameless”) in his generation (Genesis 
6:9), a statement about his behavior among his contemporaries, not a 
certification of ancestral purity.  Scripture elsewhere folds figures of 
complicated or compromised ancestry (e.g., Canaanites like Rahab and 
Tamar) into the messianic line without treating lineage and righteousness as 
equivalent categories.  Because the two categories are kept distinct throughout 
the Hebrew Bible, a wife within the covenantal eight can be genuinely 
righteous in the sense 2 Peter uses the term while still, unknowingly, carrying 
forward ancestry reaching back to the ‘Watcher-human unions’ described in 
Genesis 6:1–2.  This is the mechanism developed in Sections 4 and 7.3.

4. POST-FLOOD GIANTS AND THE CARRIER-LINEAGE MECHANISM

4.1 The Textual Problem
Genesis 6:4: “The Nephilim were on the earth in those days, and also 
afterward” (ְןֵ כ יֵ רחֲַ א םַגו) places the Nephilim explicitly in the post-Flood world.  
If the Flood was total and preserved only eight persons of unremarkable 
ancestry, the reappearance of giants is a logical contradiction.  This paper 
resolves the contradiction not by adding passengers but by relocating the 
surviving trait inside one or more of the eight.



4.2 Og of Bashan and the Rephaim
Deuteronomy 3:11 names Og, King of Bashan, as the last of the Rephaim, his 
bed described as nine cubits by four cubits.  Numbers 13:33 reports the spies’ 
encounter with “the descendants of Anak,” explicitly “who come from the 
Nephilim.”  A dormant lineage, resurfacing generations later much as any 
recessive inheritance does, accounts for the scattered, occasional pattern 
these figures present across many centuries far better than a stable surviving 
servant population would– giants of this kind are always exceptional 
individuals or small clans, never a general population, which is exactly the 
signature one would expect from an inherited trait rather than an ongoing 
bloodline group.

A further point of internal coherence:  Moses, the author of Deuteronomy, was 
raised in Pharaoh’s household (Exodus 2:10) and would naturally have 
reckoned an “ordinary cubit” by the Egyptian royal standard of approximately 
20.6 inches rather than the later, shorter Hebrew cubit of approximately 18 
inches.3  Applying the Egyptian figure to Og’s bedstead of nine cubits by four 
cubits yields dimensions of approximately 15.45 feet by 6.86 feet– a length-to-
width ratio close to that of a modern bed, lending the recorded figure a 
measure of internal coherence beyond the bare number itself.

This paper distinguishes Og, the Anakim, and the other Rephaim from the six-
fingered and six-toed giants of 2 Samuel 21:15–22 and 1 Chronicles 20:4–8, 
among whom Goliath’s kin are numbered.  Those figures are nowhere called 
Nephilim or Rephaim in the text, and the associated polydactylism is a 
recognized congenital trait attested independently of any hybrid ancestry– 
Pliny the Elder, for instance, records six-fingered (sedigiti) Romans with no 
connection to any giant tradition.4  This paper therefore treats the 2 Samuel 
21 family as a separate phenomenon of ordinary human genetic variation and 
does not include them among the evidence for the carrier-lineage mechanism 
argued below.

4.3 The Carrier-Wife Mechanism (Primary Explanation)
Rabbinic tradition identifies Naamah, sister of Tubal-cain and a descendant of 
Cain (Genesis 4:22), as a candidate for the wife of Noah or of one of his sons– 
a tradition preserved in Genesis Rabbah 23:3 and adopted by Rashi.5

Whatever the historical merit of this specific identification, it illustrates the 
general mechanism this paper proposes:  given Genesis 6:2’s description of 
intermarriage broad enough that “the sons of God took as wives any they 
chose,” a family as small and as carefully chosen for righteousness of conduct
as Noah’s offers no logical guarantee of ancestral isolation from that 



intermarriage.  One or more of the wives brought into the covenant line by 
marriage– rather than Noah’s own patrilineal descent, which Genesis 5’s 
genealogy traces cleanly from Seth– is the most reasonable place for such 
ancestry to have entered the ark.  Because the trait need not manifest in every 
generation, its long dormancy and episodic resurfacing (Og, generations later; 
the Anakim, later still) is fully consistent with ordinary inheritance patterns and 
requires no unrecorded passengers, no mid-voyage deaths, and no revision 
of any of the headcount texts catalogued in Section 3.  As noted in Section 
4.2, this paper does not include the 2 Samuel 21 family among this pattern, 
treating their polydactylism as a separate phenomenon.

5. THE RAPID POST-FLOOD URBANIZATION AND THE CITY OF NAXUAN

5.1 Demographic Considerations
The genealogies of Genesis 10 and 11 show rapid population growth, and the 
account of the Tower of Babel presupposes a population capable of large-
scale urban engineering within a few generations.  Under the primary carrier-
lineage thesis, this paper does not require a founding population larger than 
eight, since standard exponential growth models– commonly invoked in flood-
geology literature to account for post-Flood repopulation from a small 
founding group over the genealogical time-spans of Genesis 11– are sufficient 
on their own terms.6  The demographic-necessity argument retains force only 
as additional, secondary support for the bayith possibility of Section 2, for a 
reader who finds that reading independently persuasive.

The existence of early post-Flood cities like Naxuan, located above the 
Durupinar formation in eastern Türkiye, remains of interest independent of this 
demographic question, and nearby archaeological remains indicating early 
settlement and construction are noted below for completeness.7



Figure 1. 
Foundations of 
Naxuan just 
below the Wall 
of Heaven along 
the Iranian 
Border.

Figure 2. Man-
Made Structures 
above the 
Durupinar 
Landing Site and 
located by Prof. 
Michelson.



5.2 Lineage Persistence and Post-Flood Expansion

Under the primary thesis, the mechanism for post-Flood giant reappearance 
is genealogical persistence, not demographic scale.  A trait carried by a single 
covenant-line ancestor disperses across the Table of Nations exactly as any 
other inherited human characteristic would, surfacing unevenly and only 
occasionally across the generations that follow– consistent with the sporadic, 
individual, or small-clan character of the Rephaim and Anakim references in 
the post-Flood text (Og; the Anakim of Numbers 13), and inconsistent with 
what a persistently reproducing separate population would be expected to 
leave in the textual and demographic record.8

6. THE THEOLOGICAL RATIONALE FOR THE CONQUEST
    EXTERMINATION COMMANDS

6.1 Two Distinct Rationales, Not One
The carrier-lineage mechanism developed in Sections 4 and 5 could supply 
the rationale for the herem (devoted destruction) commands generally, 
however that conflates two questions of different scope.  The carrier-lineage 
mechanism explains a narrow phenomenon:  the sporadic, occasional 
reappearance of individual giants and small clans (Og; the Anakim).  It cannot, 
by its own logic, explain why the Conquest commands target entire 
populations, children included (Deuteronomy 20:16–17; cf. Joshua 6:21), 
since a recessive, occasionally-surfacing trait is by definition not present in 
most members of any population it touches.  Grounding the extermination of 
a whole city’s children in a genetic trait that appears only rarely and 
unpredictably would be asserting something the text nowhere claims.  The 
broader commands need a broader textual basis, which this section now sets 
out directly from Scripture’s own stated grounds, distinct from the giant-
lineage question.

6.2 The Text’s Own Stated Basis:  Cultic and Moral Corruption
Scripture is explicit that the ground for dispossessing the land’s inhabitants is 
behavioral, not ancestral.  Deuteronomy 9:4–5 states plainly that Israel 
receives the land “not because of your righteousness... but because of the 
wickedness of these nations.” Deuteronomy 18:9–12 itemizes the specific 
practices in view– child sacrifice (“burns his son or daughter as an offering”), 
divination, sorcery, and necromancy– all cultic and behavioral categories, not 



hereditary ones.9  Leviticus 18:24–25 and 27–28 describe the land itself as 
defiled by these same practices to the point of “vomiting out” its inhabitants, a 
warning applied conditionally to Israel in the same passage, which rules out 
any reading in which ancestry rather than conduct is doing the work.10  Read 
in this light, Deuteronomy 20:18’s concern that surviving children would “teach 
you to do according to all their abominable practices” is a concern about 
cultural and religious transmission across a generation, not about bloodline 
transmission:  a child need carry no Nephilim ancestry whatsoever to be 
raised in a household that practices child sacrifice.

6.3 Corporate Judgment:  The Nation as the Unit Being Judged
Ancient Israelite thought, as reflected across the Hebrew Bible, does not 
consistently sever an individual’s standing from the household or nation to 
which they belong.  Achan’s entire family is destroyed for his sin alone 
(Joshua 7:24–25); Korah’s household is swallowed with him despite no 
accusation against his household individually (Numbers 16:27–33).  
Judgment in these narratives falls on the corporate unit, not on an itemized list 
of individually guilty persons.  This does not resolve the ethical difficulty a 
modern reader brings to the Conquest commands, and this paper does not 
claim that it does, but it explains why the text itself shows no apparent need 
to justify the inclusion of children the way a modern framework would expect:  
the unit being judged in these narratives is consistently the household, clan, 
or nation, not the separable individual.

6.4 A Contested Scholarly Alternative: 
      Hyperbolic Conquest-Account Rhetoric
A distinct line of comparative Ancient Near Eastern scholarship offers a 
different resolution worth noting, though it remains contested rather than 
settled.  K. Lawson Younger’s comparative study of Assyrian, Hittite, and 
Egyptian conquest inscriptions finds that total-annihilation language– “he left 
no survivors,” “he totally destroyed all who breathed”– follows a recognizable, 
stock rhetorical convention shared across the region’s royal conquest 
accounts, including that of Joshua 9–12, even where the same records 
elsewhere show partial conquest and continued local population.11  Judges 1’s 
own account of incomplete conquest, alongside such language in Joshua, is 
consistent with this reading.  Copan and Flannagan develop the ethical 
implications of this position at length, arguing that the commands function 
closer to conventional total-victory idiom than to a literal, comprehensive kill-
order.12  This rhetorical convention is a genuinely live alternative that 
addresses the Conquest commands against the whole-population question 
without recourse to any genetic or lineage-based framework at all.



6.5 Where the Giant-Lineage Mechanism Fits
Understood in this corrected scope, the giant-lineage mechanism of Sections 
4–5 supplies a supplementary textual detail within the broader Conquest 
narrative– it explains why specific giant clans (the Anakim of Numbers 13:33, 
later found by Joshua at Hebron and Anab, Joshua 11:21–22) are singled out 
for particular mention among the Canaanite populations– rather than serving 
as the general justification for the extermination commands as a whole. The 
Second Temple traditions surrounding the Watchers and their offspring, 
discussed in the End Note, provide the wider theological backdrop against 
which ancient readers would have found the Anakim’s specific mention 
significant, without that backdrop being required to carry the weight of the 
broader herem commands themselves.13

7. SIX EXPLANATIONS FOR THE POST-FLOOD GIANTS,
    WEIGHED AGAINST ONE ANOTHER

This section evaluates six proposed mechanisms for the post-Flood giant 
problem, including the carrier-lineage mechanism adopted as this paper’s 
primary thesis and the bayith mechanism retained as a secondary possibility.  
Each is weighed on its own textual merits.

7.1 Og of Bashan Clinging to the Outside of the Ark — Rejected
A rabbinic tradition (Pirkei DeRabbi Eliezer 23; Babylonian Talmud, Niddah 
61a, Zevachim 113b) holds that Og survived by riding the Ark’s exterior.14 The 
tradition preserves at least three mutually incompatible versions of Og’s 
survival.  Multiple, contradictory rescue stories about the same figure are 
usually a sign that a legend grew over time, with different details added by 
different storytellers — not a sign of a stable, carefully preserved tradition.  
This paper totally rejects it.

7.2 “People Were Just Bigger”—Rephaim Unrelated to the Nephilim — 
Rejected
This view holds that Rephaim and Anakim were simply tall, with no 
genealogical relation to the antediluvian Nephilim.  It is the most textually 
serious of the rejected alternatives, but Numbers 13:33’s own wording—“the 
sons of Anak, who come from the Nephilim”—explicitly supplies the derivation 
this view denies, as does the Septuagint’s consistent rendering of both terms 
with γίγαντες.15  This paper judges the position linguistically underdetermined 
by the very verse usually invoked to support it.



7.3 A Non-Global Flood with Off-Ark Human Survivors — Rejected
This view is internally coherent but succeeds only by abandoning the global 
scope of the Flood judgment that this paper, and the traditional reading of 1 
Peter 3:20 and 2 Peter 3:6 rely upon, otherwise hold to be non-negotiable.16

It is not adopted here, though readers who hold a local-flood position will find 
the giant-survival question answered directly by that position without need of 
any mechanism proposed in this paper.

7.4 A Second, Post-Flood Incursion of Watchers — Rejected
This view lacks any textual anchor comparable to Genesis 6:1–4’s account of 
the original incursion.  1 Enoch 10:11–14 and the New Testament’s brief 
allusions to it (Jude 6; 2 Peter 2:4) describe a settled, ongoing incarceration 
of the offending Watchers beginning at the time of the original transgression, 
with no indication of any subsequent release or second rebellion.17  This is the 
most speculative of the six mechanisms surveyed in this section.

7.5 The Wives as Carriers of Dormant Lineage — 
      ADOPTED AS PRIMARY MECHANISM
It could be held that 2 Peter 2:5’s designation of the eight as “heralds of 
righteousness” would be incoherent if any of them carried Nephilim-corrupted 
ancestry.  That objection conflates two categories Genesis itself keeps distinct:  
righteousness of conduct (Genesis 6:9—“blameless in his generation”, a 
statement about behavior among contemporaries) and purity of descent, 
which the text nowhere makes a condition of covenant status.  The vocabulary 
the Flood narrative uses for what was judged –ָסמָח (violence) and תחַָׁש
(corruption/ruin)– is behavioral, not genealogical.  Scripture elsewhere 
integrates figures of complicated ancestry (Rahab, Tamar) into its most sacred 
genealogical line without treating that ancestry as disqualifying.  On this basis, 
a covenant wife can be genuinely righteous by the standard 2 Peter invokes 
while nonetheless carrying, through no fault or choice of her own, ancestry 
reaching back to the unions of Genesis 6:1–2.

This mechanism is adopted herein as the primary explanation because it is 
the only one of the six surveyed here that requires no revision of any exact-
count text catalogued in Section 3 –not Genesis 7:13, 8:16, 8:18, or 9:19, and 
of the 1 and 2 Peter verses in their best grammatical reading.  It also requires 
no unrecorded passengers, no unrecorded mid-voyage deaths, and no 
second angelic incursion.  It is, in the technical sense, the most economical of 
the six mechanisms:  it explains the data with the fewest additional unstated 
assumptions.



7.6 The Expanded Household (Bayith) — 
      Retained as a Secondary, Weaker Possibility
The lexical case set out in Section 2 is genuinely unfalsifiable in the strict 
sense:  no verse states that Noah’s household excluded servants, and 
bayith’s broader sense is well attested elsewhere in Scripture.  That said, 
unfalsifiable is not the same as unweighted.  Weighed against the primary 
thesis, this possibility must relativize five independent, explicit statements– 
Genesis 7:13, 8:16, 8:18, 9:19, and the closed three-branch structure of the 
Table of Nations in Genesis 10… plus the standard grammatical reading of 
both 1 and 2 Peter texts, none of which offer any comparable positive 
statement supporting an expanded household in return.  Sustaining the 
reading further requires treating the “eight” of every subsequent reference as 
a survivor-count rather than an embarkation-count, an additional, unstated 
assumption with no positive textual support of its own.  Each of these moves 
is individually permissible; their conjunction is a considerably heavier ask than 
the single, targeted assumption the carrier-lineage mechanism requires.  This 
paper therefore retains the bayith reading as an interesting subsidiary 
possibility– one that a reader drawn to the linguistic evidence of Section 2 may 
reasonably continue to hold– without presenting it as evidentially on par with 
Section 7.5’s adopted mechanism.

Two additional considerations lend this secondary possibility some further, if 
circumstantial, support.  First, the nearest surviving cognate flood narrative, 
the Gilgamesh Epic, has Utnapishtim distinctly stating that he brought aboard 
“all my family and kin”– and that he also “made all the craftsmen go aboard” 
the vessel.18  This is a detail neither required by nor derived from the biblical 
text, and if it reflects any shared memory behind the two traditions, it 
corroborates a boat complement broader than immediate family.  It is offered 
here as circumstantial corroboration only, not as independent authority.  
Second, the totality language Genesis uses for the Flood’s destruction has a 
documented parallel elsewhere in Scripture:  Matthew 24:39 and Luke 17:27 
both say the Flood “destroyed them all,” yet Hebrews 11:7 states in the same 
breath that Noah’s household was preserved by the ark– meaning Scripture’s 
own usage elsewhere treats “all” in a judgment context as compatible with an 
unstated covenantal exception.19  This does not overturn the headcount 
evidence of Section 3, but it does give the bayith possibility a scriptural pattern 
to point to beyond lexical range alone.



7.7 Comparative Assessment
Ranked by the number and severity of unstated assumptions each mechanism 
requires:  the carrier-lineage mechanism (§7.5) requires the fewest and is 
adopted as primary.  The bayith reading (§7.6) is lexically live and not 
disprovable, but requires relativizing multiple explicit headcount statements 
and is retained only as a secondary possibility. The non-global-flood view 
(§7.3) is internally coherent but abandons a premise this paper holds fixed.  
The remaining three:  Og on the Ark (§7.1), Rephaim-unrelated (§7.2), and a 
second Watcher incursion (§7.4)… are entirely rejected.

8. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

8.1 Summary of Findings
From a solely Biblical standpoint, the Ark carried exactly eight persons, as 
stated consistently at Genesis 7:13, 8:16, 8:18, 9:19, and in both 1 Peter 3:20 
and 2 Peter 2:5 on their best grammatical reading.

Righteousness, as Genesis defines it, is a matter of conduct rather than 
ancestry; the New Testament designation of the eight as “heralds of 
righteousness” does not certify the purity of their descent.

The primary proposed mechanism for post-Flood giant reappearance is that 
one or more of the covenant-line wives carried dormant, Genesis 6:1–2-
derived ancestry into the ark, resurfacing generations later in Og and the 
Anakim; the six-fingered family of 2 Samuel 21 is treated as a separate, non-
Nephilim phenomenon (§4.2).

The Hebrew term bayith’s wider Ancient Near Eastern semantic range 
remains an interesting, lexically permissible, but comparatively less supported 
secondary possibility (§2, §7.6), retained rather than asserted.

The Conquest extermination commands rest, on the text’s own stated 
grounds, on cultic and moral corruption (Deuteronomy 9:4–5, 18:9–12; 
Leviticus 18:24–28) and on the corporate-judgment pattern seen elsewhere in 
the Old Testament (Joshua 7; Numbers 16), not on the carrier-lineage 
mechanism, which supplies only a narrower, supplementary explanation for 
the specific mention of giant clans among the Canaanite peoples (§6).



Five alternative explanations for the post-Flood giant problem– Og’s survival 
outside the Ark, a denial of any Rephaim–Nephilim relation, a non-global 
Flood, and a second post-Flood angelic incursion– each require a greater 
textual or theological concession than the carrier-lineage mechanism and are 
accordingly set aside (§7).

8.2 Implications for Biblical Exegesis
This revised reading resolves the post-Flood giant problem while accepting, 
rather than relativizing, the text's own repeated and precise headcount of the 
Ark's survivors.  It relocates the explanatory burden from an unrecorded 
expansion of the passenger list to an unremarkable feature of one family's 
ancestry– the kind of silent genealogical detail Genesis routinely leaves 
unstated about every family it names.

8.3 Further Research
Further research could explore which specific post-Flood peoples in the Table 
of Nations show the clearest textual association with recurring giant stature, 
and whether comparative Ancient Near Eastern genealogical material offers 
any further insight into the carrier-wife identification beyond the Naamah 
tradition discussed in Section 4.3.
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FOOTNOTES
1 BDB, Lexicon, s.v. ַּתִיב; Hamilton, Genesis, 235–236.
2 Robertson, Word Pictures, ad loc. 2 Peter 2:5, treating ὄγδοον Νῶε as an accusative of apposition 
identical in function to the cardinal-plus-apposition construction of 1 Peter 3:20, and explicitly rejecting the 
minority “eighth preacher” reading.
3 Clarke and Engelbach, Ancient Egyptian Construction and Architecture, on the royal cubit standard of 
approximately 20.6 inches.
4 Pliny the Elder, Naturalis Historia XI.43, cited via Keil and Delitzsch, Commentary on the Old Testament, 
vol. 2, p. 466.
5 Genesis Rabbah 23:3; Rashi on Genesis 4:22.
6 See representative discussions of post-Flood exponential demographic recovery in flood-geology 
literature; not treated here as a load-bearing citation.
7 Fasold, Ark of Noah, 180–199.
8 Peake, Handbook to Genesis, 201–203.
9 Merrill, Deuteronomy, ad loc. 9:4–5 and 18:9–12.
10 Wenham, Leviticus, 210–212, ad loc. 18:24–28.
11 Younger, Ancient Conquest Accounts, esp. chs. 5–6 on the shared transmission code of ANE conquest 
ideology and Joshua 9–12.
12 Copan and Flannagan, Did God Really Command Genocide?, chs. 5–8.
13 Charles, Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, 188–194.
14 Friedlander, Pirkê de Rabbi Eliezer, ch. 23; Babylonian Talmud, Niddah 61a; Zevachim 113b. Cf. the 
mutually incompatible “ankles only” and “fled to an unflooded Canaan” variants collected in The Jewish 
Encyclopedia, s.v. “Og.”
15 Numbers 13:33 (MT); cf. Deuteronomy 2:10–11, 2:20–21; Septuagint rendering of both terms with 
γίγαντες; Heiser, The Unseen Realm.
16 Ross, The Genesis Flood, cited representatively for the local-flood position.
17 1 Enoch 10:11–14 (Nickelsburg translation); Jude 6; 2 Peter 2:4.
18 Pritchard, ed., Ancient Near Eastern Texts, Gilgamesh Tablet XI, lines 84 (“all my family and kin I made 
go aboard the ship”) and 86 (“all the craftsmen I made go aboard”), trans. Speiser.
19 Matthew 24:39; Luke 17:27; Hebrews 11:7. Cf. Ezekiel 33:3–6 for a comparable non-exhaustive use of 
judgment language.



END NOTE

THE BOOK OF ENOCH – CANONICAL STATUS, QUMRAN PRESENCE, 
AND NEW TESTAMENT USE
The Book of Enoch (1 Enoch) occupies a distinctive position in the history of 
biblical literature. Though excluded from the canonical Scriptures of most 
mainstream Christian denominations and from the Hebrew Bible, it is 
recognized as canonical scripture by the Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo 
Church and the Eritrean Orthodox Tewahedo Church, where it has been 
preserved in its entirety in the Ge’ez language [a]. Substantial portions of the 
text were discovered among the Dead Sea Scrolls at Qumran, with Aramaic 
fragments from Cave 4 dating to approximately the second century B.C.E. [b].

The theological importance of 1 Enoch is underscored by its explicit citation in 
the Epistle of Jude (1:14–15), a direct quotation of 1 Enoch 1:9 demonstrating 
that Jude regarded the Enochic text as authoritative prophecy [c]. Scholars 
have identified approximately ten other New Testament passages containing 
allusions or thematic parallels to 1 Enoch, including 2 Peter 2:4–5 and 1 Peter 
3:19–20 [d].

The Book of Enoch expands the brief narrative of Genesis 6:1–4, identifying 
the “sons of God” as the Watchers, fallen angels who descended to Mount 
Hermon and fathered the Nephilim with human women [e], and imparted 
forbidden knowledge including metallurgy, sorcery, astrology, and weapon-
making [f]. This corruption is presented as the primary cause of the earth’s 
degradation [g], with the Flood as a deliberate intervention to cleanse the 
earth of the Watchers’ progeny and their forbidden knowledge [h], preserving 
a pure lineage from the first Adam to the second Adam.
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